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Abstract
Lacy, Calvin, Ed.D. The University of Memphis, December, 2014. An
Examination of Urban Teachers’ Perception of Evaluation and It Relationship Between
Teacher Leadership, School-Decision Making and Professional Intentions. Major
Professor: Larry McNeal, Ph.D.
The purpose of this study was to examine how teachers perceive the quality of
their evaluations and the relationship of these perceptions to others involving their sense
of themselves as “teacher leaders,” their self-assessed level involvement in various types
of school decisions, and their future intentions as pedagogical “stayers” or “leavers.” The
perceptions of these teachers will be compared to individual outcomes, i.e. teacher
leadership, school-decision making, and professional intentions. The importance of their
perceptions and impact it can have on teachers’ intentions to leave or remain in the
profession are tantamount to stabilizing the profession in the 21st century.
Among the four variables and six relationships studied, statistically significant
correlations were observed both for the sample of over 4,500 teachers as a whole as well
as for subgroups of teachers by educational level, total years of teaching experience, and
years of experience at the teacher’s current school. While these grouping variables were
not always seen to impact the strength of these relationships, the relationships that were
consistently affected involved teachers’ perceptions of their decision-making roles. A
teacher’s educational level as elementary or secondary was observed to mediate the
relationship between perceptions of teacher role and perceptions of teacher evaluation (Z
= 2.42, p < .05) and perceptions of teacher role and perceptions of teacher leadership (Z =
2.73, p < .01). Likewise did a teacher’s overall years of years of teaching experience
appear to impact the linkage between both the former pair of perceptions (Z = 3.30, p <
.001) and the latter pair of perceptions (Z = 5.65, p < .001). At the same time, when
iv

tenure became the grouping factor, no such impact was seen either on these two or any of
the other four relationships that this study investigated.
In sum, the results of this study would appear to indicate that teacher leadership
can be abetted and teacher tenure attenuated to the extent that teachers see themselves as
being evaluated in an objective, consistent, and instructionally helpful manner.
Mitigating factors such as the number of years at present school, the total years of
teaching and the educational level being taught were studied and compared to the original
research question. Hence, if a teacher feels vested by time and a part of the educational
decisions of the school, the more likely they are to remain in the profession. Data for this
research was analyzed using statistical computational methods. The results from the data
analysis determined that level of school being taught (elementary and secondary) and the
total number of years has the most significant impact on teachers’ perception of
evaluation.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Staff evaluation is crucial to success of any academic institution and the proper
match between staff and the outcome of the evaluation should be evenly matched.
According to Lipman, Rankin, and Hoeh (1985), they found that the process of evaluation
includes attention to the following: when to evaluate, why evaluate, what to evaluate, and
how to evaluate. Improvement of the teaching staff comprises those techniques and
procedures that are designed to enhance the teacher’s performance and effectiveness.
Classroom visits, observations, and individual conferences constitute the core of a staff
improvement. Other components include school visits, membership in professional
associations, using the professional library, student teaching supervision, and inservice
training programs (p.176). The importance of staff evaluations cannot be overstated.
Teachers’ evaluation system has been under fire since the beginning of education
for various reasons: no clear standard of practice, evaluation being research based &
validated, a highly evolved process, having clear levels of performance, skills observers
need to perform observation of teachers, collecting appropriate evidence, interpreting
evidence against levels of performance, conducting professional conversations with
teachers, and passive teachers’ participation in the process (Danielson,
2012). Conventional teacher feedback and evaluation is based on a flawed assumption:
that accurate measurement of teaching is the central goal of teacher evaluation
(Bambrick-Santoya, 2012). Teachers’ evaluations are important for future growth of the
profession, it is critical that they are conducted in a professional and deliberate manner
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(Bambrick-Santoya, 2012). Effort should be made more quickly in designing and
implementing more effective teacher evaluation system. Teacher evaluation systems that
are designed to help teachers improve have their primary characteristics: the system
should be comprehensive and specific. Comprehensive means the model includes all
those elements that researchers has identified as associated with achievements. Specific
means model identifies classroom strategies and behaviors at a granular level (Marzano
& Toth, 2013). In America, there is rigorous training for teachers not just before one can
become a teacher, but throughout their entire career. Good teacher development and
ongoing development while serving as a teacher is one of the key components in making
a successful education system. Making sure that teachers are well prepared is very
important (Marzano and Toth, 2013).
The current accountability demands represent a challenge for schools that aim to
achieve academic success for all students through a comprehensive teacher evaluation
system (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Therefore, teacher evaluation requires immediate
attention from school leaders. While the literature suggest that teacher evaluation should
be connected to staff development in order to enhance teaching effectiveness and student
success, little is known about the kind of support teachers receive as a result of their
evaluation from a teacher perspective. Furthermore, as teachers’ work expands into
nonteaching areas of responsibility, schools are in search of teacher evaluation systems
that embrace a comprehensive perspective that recognizes that teachers perform both
teaching and leadership duties (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).
The assessment of teacher effectiveness recently has become the center of many
conversations and debates related to public school teaching (Marzano & Toth, 2013).
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There has been a strong movement in education towards teacher evaluations that focus on
student performance—specifically, progress on standardized tests. In fact, the Marzano
Evaluation Model, designed to establish a direct causal link between teaching and student
achievement, is currently being employed by the Florida Department of Education as a
model that districts can use or adapt to evaluate teachers (Marzano, 2003, 2006, 2007).
The majority of testing and evaluation has been conducted relative to the “academic
core,” and until recently, music and the arts have not been evaluated in the same manner.
However, the practice of evaluating teachers based on student progress is now becoming
universal. As a result of this professional commitment, reform efforts typically focus on
capacity building through professional development, goal setting, and collaboration
(Corcoran & Goertz, 1995; Darling-Hammond, 1993).
In Montgomery County, Maryland school leaders have built a teacher evaluation
system with the right purpose, based on sound principles that teachers respect (Simon,
2012). They have avoided the ranking and rating fixation aimed at firing or conferring
bonus rewards on a few at the margins. Instead, their approach of nurturing good teaching
skills and a learning culture among the entire workforce has reaped benefits worth
recognizing and emulating. Montgomery County has a new teacher turnover rate well
below the national average. According to the most recent Montgomery County data, 6.1%
of new teachers leave after one year, 12.6% leave within the next two years, and just 29.9
% leave within their first five years (Center for Teaching Quality, 2005). For public
schools, the number of pupils per Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) teacher—that is, the
pupil/teacher ratio—declined from 22.3 in 1970 to 17.9 in 1985. After 1985, the public
school pupil/teacher ratio continued to decline, reaching 17.2 in 1989. After a period of
relative stability during the late 1980s through the mid-1990s, the ratio declined from
3

17.3 in 1995 to 16.0 in 2000. Decreases have continued since then, and the public school
pupil/teacher ratio was 15.4 in 2009. By comparison, the pupil/teacher ratio for private
schools was estimated at 12.5 in 2009. The average class size in 2007–08 was 20.0 pupils
for public elementary schools and 23.4 pupils for public secondary schools (NCES,
2012).
What would a shift from a scoreboard mentality to a coaching mentality in
evaluating teachers mean? For one thing, it would sidestep many challenges that plague
other evaluation systems, such as judgments based on non-representative teaching
performances, evaluations relying on criteria that cannot be assessed through a few
observations, and resentment among faculty (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2012). More creative
energy should be spent on classroom improvement rather than a scripted routine.
Research into motivation indicates that when workers --teachers included -- sense they're
making steady, measurable progress, their workplace satisfaction soars, and their
performance greatly improves (Amabile & Kramer, 2011).
For a system of teacher evaluation to be defensible (either professionally or
legally) it must be fair -- that is, the judgments that are made about a teacher’s practice
must accurately reflect the teacher’s true level of performance (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2012).
Furthermore, because the quintessential skill of teaching is teaching, and it can be
observed, we should conduct those observations with integrity and skill. Also,
identifying good practice through observation is less feasible with other job roles in
education. For example, if you're trying to assess the skills of a principal, school nurse, or
mentor, there's not one single place, such as a classroom, you could go to observe the
essential skills embodied in that role; they're spread out over many locations. Principals
interact with many different individuals (teachers, students, parents, and community
4

members) and they engage in many different types of activities such as conducting
meetings, organizing the schedule, planning a budget, and so on, with such variety that no
single item can be a stand-in for the entire job (Danielson, 2012). An increased interest in
teacher evaluation based on both teacher and student performance reinforces the need for
accountability in schools.
The call for accountability for equity and excellence for all students has created a
new meaning for teacher evaluation. For instance, in restructured schools, teacher
evaluation based on district accountability measures includes supervisor support
provisions for teacher development (Grosch, 1999). On the other hand, principals in
effective high-minority schools play a key role in supervision of classroom instruction
and reassign teachers based on their student academic performance (Cavazos, 1999).
According to experts in the field, several emerging conditions deserve attention. These
are reform and restructuring initiatives, increased understanding of how adults grow,
develop and learn; increased awareness of the importance and complexity of teaching;
increased focus on the development of teacher expertise; new understanding of staff
development; and the reappraisal of traditional supervision (Danielson & McGreal,
2000).
Since the beginning of the federal Race To The Top grant competition, Value
Added Measurement (VAM) has captured the attention of the American public through
high-profile media representations and the controversy that surrounds its use (AmreinBeardsley, Haladyna, & Polasky, 2012; Baker et al., 2010). Despite controversies
surrounding the wisdom and practicality of VAM in high stakes teacher and program
evaluations, federal and state policies have included references and mandates for the use
of VAM at an alarming rate. Federal policy statements, including the Race to the Top
5

(RTTT) criteria and the Higher Education Act, have explicitly referenced the use of VAM
in high-stakes teacher evaluations, as well as the evaluation of teacher preparation
programs (Harris & Sass, 2011). Likewise many states have considered or enacted
policies that require VAM to be used in annual, high-stakes teacher evaluations and the
evaluation of teacher preparation programs.
In the state of Tennessee, certified staff, including teachers, counselors, library
media specialists, and instructional coaches, will be evaluated using the new guidelines
(TEAM, 2013). The evaluation has three components: 50% observation measures (based
on the observation rubric for certified, non-administrative staff and the Tennessee
Instructional Leadership Standards (TILS) appraisal instrument for principals); 35%
student growth measures (using individual or school wide Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS) scores, until comparable measures are developed,
identified and/or approved by the Tennessee Department of Education); and 15% student
achievement measures selected by the educator and his/her supervisor from a list of State
Board approved options. Tennessee and 30 other states now use teacher evaluations to
plan professional development. Seventeen states, including Tennessee, also use them to
determine teacher pay grades. However, Tennessee is one of a smaller number of states
using data to determine who gets tenure, whose licenses are renewed, and who gets
promoted (Hull, 2013).
Several studies (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006; Goldhaber & Hansen, 2001) have
examined how student achievement data can predict teachers’ impact on student outcomes
concluded that using such data to selectively retain teachers could yield large benefits.
However, “value-added” measures of effectiveness are noisy and can be biased if some
teachers are persistently given students that are difficult to teach in ways that are hard to
6

observe. Thus, using other information may achieve more stability and accuracy in
teacher evaluations (Rockoff & Speroni, 2010).
According to Johnson, Kraft, and Papaya (2012) educational policy makers have
begun to recognize the challenges posed by teacher turnover. Schools and students pay a
price when new teachers leave the profession after only 2 or 3 years, just when they have
acquired valuable teaching experience. Persistent turnover also disrupts efforts to build a
strong organizational culture and to sustain coordinated instructional programs throughout
the school. Retaining effective teachers is a particular challenge for schools that served
high proportions of low-income and minority students. Although some interpret these
turnover patterns as evidence of teachers’ discontent with their students, recent large scale
quantitative studies provide evidence that teachers choose to leave schools with poor work
environments and that these conditions are most common in schools that minority and
low-income students typically attend.
This study will examine teachers’ perception of their evaluation in relationship to
teacher leadership, their roles in school decision-making, and teachers’ professional
intentions as it pertains to their professional careers. This may provide a better
understanding of some aspects of teacher working conditions. Like most other workers,
teachers make their decision about whether to remain in their current jobs based on the
level of compensation and on the quality of the work environment.
Background of the Study
Teachers’ perception of their evaluation as it relate to their perceptions of teacher
leadership, perceptions of their roles in school decision-making, and teachers’
professional intentions are highly correlated and play a significant role in their
professional careers. It is very important to understand how teachers’ perception of their
7

working conditions impact the decisions teachers make in regards to their future in
education. Teacher performance appraisal is the process of arriving at judgment about
individual teacher’s performance against the background of his work environment and his
future potential for the school system. It is universally acknowledged that improvement in
educational systems is crucially dependent on effective teacher self-evaluation. Effective
teaching evaluation is a key to helping teachers improve their teaching, which then
improves student learning. The demographics characteristics of a school’s student may
affect a teacher’s plans to leave her current school through at least two mechanisms. The
first relates to her sense of efficacy as a teacher. If a large proportion of the students come
from economically and educationally disadvantaged backgrounds, and the teacher does
not have the skills or training needed to meet their needs or feels she has adequate support
to do so, she is likely to become discouraged and to consider leaving the school and/or the
teaching profession (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005).
The second is that teachers may feel uncomfortable in such schools because of lack of
student respect, bullying, harassment, absence of discipline, and possibly safety risks
(Public Agenda, 2006). Part of this discomfort could reflect a mismatch between the races
or social background of the teacher and the students, but it is difficult to sort out such
concerns from those of the first two types because of high correlations among the relevant
variables.
Teacher Perceptions of Teacher Evaluation
Teachers’ perceptions of their evaluation can answer several questions relating to
whether their performance is assessed objectively; receive feedback that can help them
improve teaching and whether the procedures for teacher evaluation are consistent. With
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the increasing demands placed on principals, the evaluation process is frequently
perceived as an exercise that often does little to improve practice or instruction (Peterson,
2000) and can become little more than a time-consuming charade (Stronge & Tucker,
2003). It yields little of value to either the teachers or the schools in which they work,
simultaneously feeling like a “gotcha’ to the teachers while consuming a great deal of
administrator time (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). When teachers feel as if the
administrators are looking for errors in their performance, they may seek justifications for
their ill-fated performance. Often, the communication related to the performance
evaluation is primarily a monologue lecture by the evaluator – a form of top-down
communication where the teacher assumes a role of passivity (Danielson & McGreal,
2000). This is mainly because teachers and administrators have different perceptions of
teacher evaluation and professional development. At times, administrators consider
evaluation of teachers a tiresome chore while teachers dread seeing principals coming into
their classrooms carrying a clipboard (Black et. al., 1993). Moreover, Johnson (1993) reemphasizes teachers' concerns by stating that: teacher evaluation is not perceived as a
positive process for facilitating the growth and development of the teaching staff, but
rather as an arm of "scientific management" for assuring that teachers comply with the
system's expectations.
These perceptions have, in some cases, led to disagreement on the role of each
educator in the evaluation process as well as in the professional development of teachers.
Individual teacher participation is crucial for good teacher evaluation because it increases
the respect teachers have for teacher evaluation and nurtures the quality of the evaluation
and the use of received feedback (Peterson & Peterson, 2006). Accordingly, teachers are
expected to collaborate with their school leader to achieve good teacher evaluation.
9

Taking this and the importance of teachers' perception for classroom change into account,
Peterson and Peterson (2006) believes teachers' perception of a new organizationally
focused policy on teacher evaluation will be a determining factor for either the success or
failure of this policy's implementation. However, the importance of teachers' perception in
an organizationally focused change has been underexplored. Richardson and Placier
(2001) argued the effects of teachers on change in the organizational context should be
considered because teachers tend to stay in a school for a long time and they shape the
norms that are passed onto new teachers.
Teacher Perceptions of Teacher Leadership
Teacher perceptions of teacher leadership include whether they are recognize as
educational experts, trusted to make sound professional decisions about instructions,
encouraged to participate in school leadership roles, or effective leaders in their school.
Fostering teacher leadership demands a culture in which the principal understands and
values the importance of teacher leadership, and building such a school culture determines
the extent to which teachers will be able to acquire and exercise skills of leadership
(Danielson, 2006). Schools and the administration team need to recognize the necessity
of teacher leadership if the schools are to improve (Barth, 2001). Davies (2005) suggested
student achievement improves in schools where principals encourage teacher leadership to
emerge in areas important to individual teachers. Barth(2001) also declared that by
utilizing teacher leadership a ripple effect is created that radiates throughout the building
as teachers enlist student leadership. This ultimately generates a setting where teachers
are involved and influential in establishing discipline, designing curriculum, and
ultimately raising school achievement levels. This step toward building a workplace
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where teachers feel empowered to expand on their expertise is important when talking
about overall school improvement.
Given such wide variation in teacher leader definitions, it is unsurprising their
work differs both within and across schools. For example, teacher leaders can be
consultants, curriculum managers, department chairs, and mentor teachers, professional
development coordinators, resource teachers, specialists, coaches, and demonstration
teachers (Lord & Miller, 2000; Mangin & Stoelinga, 2008). Many are out of the
classroom full-time, although some assume leadership tasks in addition to full-time
teaching; others combine part-time teaching and part-time leadership (York-Barr & Duke,
2004). They may work in one school or across multiple schools or might represent an
entire district or charter school network. Some focus on one subject area or grade level;
others span multiple subjects and grades (Lord & Miller, 2000). Such variation means
only some of the work of teacher leadership centers on instructional improvement.
Despite important recent work by Mangin and Stoelinga (2008) “….that defines a teacher
leader as anyone who takes on nonsupervisory, school based, instructional leadership
roles, there is only a subset of teacher leadership research that focuses on its relationship
to instruction” (p. 1).
Teacher Perceptions of Their Roles in School Decision-Making
Teacher perceptions of their roles in school decision-making entails selecting
instructional materials and resources, devising teaching techniques, setting grading and
student assessment practices, determining the content of in-service professional
development programs and/or teachers having an appropriate level of influence on
decision making in their schools. Meaningful change in an organization’s culture is
facilitated through the involvement of the organization’s members in planning and
11

implementing the desired change. The idea of collective decision making in schools, in
which teachers, students, and community members collaborate with administrators to set
school policy and to determine the curriculum, has been a popular democratic reform
model in North America since the 1980s (Myers, 2008). Teacher collaboration is central
to many of these projects and may involve teachers in common planning, interdisciplinary
teams or clusters, and collaboratively initiated curricular and educational activities
(Lipman, 1997). This type of empowerment recognizes teachers as key actors in the
process of educational change by giving them more intellectual freedom, thereby
changing the power relationships in schools between teachers and principals (Muijs &
Harris, 2006). Much of the literature on collective decision making in schools, however,
is from the field of school administration and has accordingly focused on the beliefs,
practices, and experiences of principals.
It could be argued that in order to meet the challenges of leading today’s schools,
leaders must rely more on applying elements from research of cultural, transformational,
and participatory leadership. To this end, Sergiovanni (1994) proposed that the traditional
view of schools as formal organizations is a constraint on school improvement. Instead he
recommended that schools be perceived as communities, in order that meaningful
personal relationships and shared values become the foundation for school reform. These
communities can be defined as: a collection of individuals who are bonded together by
natural will and who are together banded to a set of shared ideas and ideals. The bonding
and binding is tight enough to transform them from a collection of “I’s” into a collection
of “we”. In becoming purposeful communities, schools provide the structure necessary to
develop a culture of empowerment, collegiality, and transformation. The leadership of the
school community does not rely on “power over” others but on “power through” others to
12

accomplish shared visions and goals. The primary focus for school leaders is the human
element and the involvement of individuals and groups in leading a school organization.
Leadership principles should apply to most, if not all, stakeholders. Teachers, students,
parents, and other stakeholders have to feel a sense of personal dignity and purpose
regarding their involvement with the school (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). As a result of being
involved, these individuals gain confidence, experience fulfillment, build self-efficacy,
and commit to organizational goal attainment (Bennis, 1995; DuFour & Eaker, 1998;
Fullan, 2002).
One variable affecting the implementation of shared decision making or teacher
empowerment is the concept of willingness-the principal’s willingness to empower and
the teacher’s willingness to participate. In a study of empowered schools, Short, Greer and
Melvin (1994) reported that teacher participation in decision making only occurs in
schools where principals desire to have teacher participation. From their study of teachers
in 117 schools, Wall and Rinehart (1998) also suggested that a principal’s willingness to
empower teachers is contingent upon the principal’s training to facilitate participatory
decision making. Principals of schools in which shared decision making is successful
must understand consensus building and create collaborative environments, which
encourage teachers and parents to experiment with innovation (Flinspach & Ryan, 1994).
The shared decision-making process is dependent upon the principal’s experiences, skills,
and abilities to promote participatory decision making. Principals must “move the scope
of authority from participation to empowerment”; this operationalizes shared decision
making into a genuine shared governance culture (Blase, Blase, Anderson, & Dungan,
1995).
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Teachers’ Professional Intentions (Stay or Leave)
Teachers’ intentions on whether to stay in the profession or leave altogether can
be based upon their evaluation scores because school districts may contest the renewal of
their teaching licenses or whether to recommend rehire. The retention of public school
teachers is an issue of continuing concern in education. One reasonable response is to
identify the personal and situational influences on teacher retention in an effort to develop
an intervention designed to selectively attract good teachers to remain in teaching. The
synthesis of expectancy-value theory with findings from the current extant literature on
teacher retention should be considered in directions for future research. By way of
example, Ingersoll (2001) suggests that salary disputes, low administrative support,
classroom management problems, and decreased opportunity for teacher input into school
decision making are primary reasons for teacher turnover.
Job Satisfaction is “the most frequently studied variable in organizational behavior
research” (Spector, 1997, p. 1). Each year, more than 300 research papers and books are
published on this topic, and the list of such publications continues to grow. Job
satisfaction refers to one’s feelings about a job (Job Satisfaction, 2013). Investigators
assume that such feelings have an effect—positive or negative—on work motivation and
job performance, job satisfaction is perceived as a critical variable in the life and
operation of every organization. In the specific case of teacher satisfaction, investigators
have studied satisfaction mainly in relation to the leadership and management styles of
school principals. Teachers were found to be more satisfied with their jobs when they
perceived the principal as using a transformational style of leadership and a participative
type of decision making (Kirby, Paradise, & King, 1992; Kohl, Steers, & Terborg, 1995).
Dinham (1995), however, found that the most important predictor of teacher satisfaction
14

was the academic achievement of their students, which teachers saw as a reflection of
teachers’ competence and efficacy. Differences were found between novice and veteran
teachers: Novice teachers were satisfied when the learning environment was pleasing and
they experienced success in performing classroom-level tasks; veteran teachers were
satisfied when they successfully accomplished school-level activities such as heading a
department or receiving a higher academic degree (Dinham, 1995).
Problem Statement
The results of teachers’ evaluations have many implications such as firing,
promotion or the renewal of teacher license. Since system of evaluation can have such
an impact on an individual choice of occupation, it is important to investigate the
relationship between teachers’ perception of their evaluation and its impact on teacher
leadership, decision making at the school level and their decisions whether to remain in
the profession or leave altogether.
Research Questions
1. How do urban elementary and secondary teachers perceive the quality of teacher
evaluation at their schools, the extent to which teachers are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the
direction of their future professional plans?
2. What is the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the
quality of teacher evaluation at their school, the extent to which these teachers are
treated as school leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school
decisions, and the direction of their future professional plans?
3. Does the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
their evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders,
15

the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of
their future professional plan between elementary or secondary schools?
4. Does the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders,
the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of
their future professional plans differ by total years of teaching experience?
5. Does the extent of the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders,
the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of
their future professional plans differ by number of years teaching at the school?
Hypotheses
There is no significance difference at the .05 level between teachers’ perceptions
of their evaluations and individual outcomes, i.e., school leadership, school decisionmaking and professional intentions.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of the study is to examine teachers’ perception of their evaluation as
it relates to their perception of teacher leadership, school decision-making, or professional
intentions. It is a quantitative study seeking to understand the relationship between these
variables.
Conceptual Framework
A conceptual framework that provides an understanding of teachers’ perception is
the Path-goal theory (House, 1996). The theory builds heavily on two theories of work
motivation: goal setting and expectancy theory. Goal-setting theory suggests that an
effective way to motivate people is to set challenging but realistic goals and to offer
16

rewards for goal accomplishment. Expectancy theory explains why people work hard to
attain work goals. People will engage in behaviors that lead to goal attainment if they
believe that (a) goal attainment leads to something they value (e.g., increase in pay, status,
promotion) and (b) the behaviors they engage in have a high chance (expectancy) of
leading to the goal. If people do not value the reward for goal attainment or believe that
their behavior is unlikely to lead to goal attainment, then they will not be motivated to
work hard. Path-goal theory builds on these propositions by arguing that effective leaders
are those who help their subordinates achieve their goals (House, 1996).
According to Path-goal theory, leaders have a responsibility to provide their
subordinates with the information and support necessary to achieve the work goals. One
way to do this is to make salient the effort reward relationship by linking desirable
outcomes to goal attainment (e.g., emphasizing the positive outcomes to the subordinates
if they achieve their goals) and/or increasing the belief (expectancy) that their work
behaviors can lead to goal attainment (e.g., by emphasizing that certain behaviors are
likely to lead to goal attainment). The term Path-goal reflects the belief that effective
leaders clarify the paths necessary for their subordinates to achieve the subordinates'
goals. Leaders can do this in two main ways. First, leaders can engage in behaviors that
help subordinates facilitate goal attainment (e.g., by providing information and other
resources necessary to obtain goals).
Second, leaders can engage in behaviors that remove obstacles that might hinder
subordinates' pursuit of their goals (e.g., by removing workplace factors that reduce the
chances of goal attainment). This theory speaks to teachers’ perception of their working
conditions and how critical leaders are in determining whether a perspective participate in
school decision-making or assume a leadership themselves or leave the profession
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altogether. Teachers’ perceptions are critical to the success of a school and often the
determining factors whether teachers’ remain in the profession, take a leadership role in
the district or participate in school decision making rituals. These key components will
link to teachers’ evaluations and the many facets in which it can play a vital role for all
educators.
The theory emphasizes understanding the needs of subordinates within the context
of their working situation and using the appropriate style of leadership to help
subordinates achieve their work goals. For instance, a teacher’s view/perception of his or
her evaluation is partly shaped by the score received on his/her evaluation. If a teacher
receives a score of “Track 5”, Significantly Above Expectations, then he/she may be more
likely to seek a teacher leadership role, be involved in decision making at the school or
even remained in the profession. On the other hand, a teacher receiving a score of “Track
1”, Significantly Below Expectations, might be less likely to seek a leadership position or
be involved in making decision on the school or remain in the classroom because of the
ramifications of such a low score. If a teacher scored consistently at Track 1 or Track 2,
the local educational agencies (LEA) may elect not to renew their contract or even their
teacher license.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because educators must be aware of value-added models
and the implication to their evaluation process. In the state of Tennessee, where 50% of a
Teacher’s evaluation is based upon value-added scores, their level of understanding and
perceptions of this process are crucial to the success of any school districts within the
state. This research should assist teachers and policymakers in understanding the impact
of teachers’ input in evaluation and their future intention of whether to leave the
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profession or stay. This paper will give educators valuable information in their search for
value in their career choices, and allow administrators to understand the impact of
teachers’ perceptions for future leadership roles in school administration. Additionally,
teachers’ perception of their evaluation as it relate to their professional intentions, school
leadership and school decision making will allow LEA to properly evaluate their
employees.
Limitations/Delimitations
Limitations in this study include the timing of the survey and its requirement for
all teaching personnel. This survey was administered during the spring of the school year
prior to the school year ending and some teachers refused to participate because of lack of
accountability of who actually completed the survey or not. Participation in this study is
delimited to teachers who (a) teach in a elementary and secondary institutions, located in
large urban district in the Southeastern United States, and (b) who completed the climate
survey administered by TELL Tennessee. Additionally, the data were collected in 2010
and reflects the response of the participants at that moment.
In summary, teachers’ perception of evaluation can have significant impact on
their active participation in the evaluation process. Teachers have often been seen as
passive participants but now the time has come for all educators to be involved in manner
and methodology of their evaluation process. Their perception carries weight in regard to
prospective teacher leadership positions, school-decision making and/or professional
intentions. This study will assist educators and policymakers in understanding the
importance of teachers’ perception and to insure that buy in from everyone become a part
of the entire process from starting to end.
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Chapter Overview
This first chapter provides an introduction to this study, a concise literature
review, statement of the problem, research questions, purpose of the study, theoretical
framework, significance of study and limitations and delimitations. Chapter 2 identifies
and presents the literature review, providing background information about the topics
under study. Chapter 3 discusses the research methods, including population, sample,
instrument, data and statistical analyses. Chapter 4 presents the data collection and
analysis. Chapter 5 reports the findings of the data and provides recommendations for
future studies.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Teachers’ perception of their evaluation has been shown to be a critical tool in
assessing and evaluating teachers’ job performance. Their perceptions could impact their
decisions to seek teacher leadership roles, become involved in school decision-making
locally, or even remain in the profession. Furthermore, their thoughts and attitudes toward
their evaluation go a long way toward how they present themselves professionally and
reflect on their efforts as an effective teacher. The role of an effective teacher may
include the administrators’ perception of the teacher and the amount of educational
support a teacher received in the classroom which would prove to be detrimental to their
intention whether to stay or leave the profession. Chapter 2 reviews relevant literature
that shows how the evaluation system was developed and administered. Often times,
teachers do not have adequate input into the type of evaluation that assess their job
performance but it is this type of evaluation system that has caused the most
discontentment among members of the education profession. This literature review will
deal with teachers’ perception of their evaluations and how it may impact the relationship
between teacher leadership, school-decision making and professional intentions.
Teacher Evaluation
When teachers are being evaluated either by a peer or a building administrator,
certain items and/or actions are being observed so that the teacher may be graded
according to a predetermined scale. Researchers have listed many factors that could
impact students, one of which is an effective teacher in every classroom. According to the
Center for Research on Learning and Teaching (2013) which reported just as there is no
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simple system for evaluating the quality of faculty research, there is no simple system for
evaluating the quality of faculty teaching.
There are two main ways in which value-added models are used in practice. The
first is to evaluate schools for accountability purposes, and the second is to evaluate
teachers in terms of their effectiveness relative to other teachers (Baum & Papaya, 2005).
Current proposals shift away from the traditional ‘teacher credentials’ strategy in favor of
a value-added accountability strategy. This is expedient but it’s possible to go too far. It
will fail if the model only reinforces the limitations of the status quo, rather than facilitate
innovation and success (Harris, 2008). Value-added modeling (also known as value
added analysis and value-added assessment) is a method of teacher evaluation that
measures the teacher’s contribution in a given year by comparing current school year test
scores of their students to the scores of those same students in the previous school year, as
well as to the scores of other students in the same grade (Raudenbush, 2004). Students
test score gains have been proposed recently as a measure of the educational “value
added” contributed by teachers and schools to student learning. Recent educational
reform efforts seek to employ standardized test score gains as a key policy instrument for
holding educators and school systems accountable (Kupermintz, 2003). Millman and
Schalock (1997) commented that persistent substantive and methodological shortcomings
have contributed to “teacher skepticism and growing criticism of attempts to link learning
gains to teacher work” (p. 7).
There are a variety of reasons given for evaluating the performance of teachers.
According to the Joint committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE)
(2009), “the fundamental purpose of personnel evaluation in education settings is to help
provide effective services to students”. However, there are many facets to the process and
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purpose of the evaluation of teaching. Teacher evaluations can provide information on
what is considered acceptable performance (Collins, 2004, Garth-Young, 2007; Gordon,
Meadows, & Dyal, 1995).
According to the Education Consumer Foundation, Tennessee enacted its Value
Added Assessment System which is called Tennessee Value Added Assessment System
(TVAAS). TVAAS was and is a major advancement in educational accountability. It
remains the most sophisticated and mature school accountability system in use today. It is
TVAAS’s statistical precision that makes it possible to rank Tennessee’s schools
according to their effectiveness in helping students learn.
Basing teacher evaluation primarily on student test scores does not accurately
distinguish more from less effective teachers because even relatively sophisticated
approaches cannot adequately address the full range of statistical problems that arise in
estimating a teacher’s effectiveness. Reliance on student test scores for evaluating
teachers is likely to misidentify many teachers as either poor or successful (Baker et. al,
2010). Even when the model includes controls for prior achievement and student
demographic variables, teachers are advantaged or disadvantaged based on the students
they teach. Several studies have shown this by conducting tests that look at a teacher’s
“effects” on their students prior test scores. But studies that have looked at this have
shown large “effects” which indicates that the VAMs wrongly attribute to teachers other
influences on student performance that are present when the teachers have no contact
with the students (Todd & Wolpin, 2003). Additionally, it is impossible to fully separate
out the influences of students’ other teachers, as well as school conditions, on their
reported learning. No single teacher accounts for all of a student’s learning. Prior teacher
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have last effects, for good or ill, on students’ later learning, and current teachers also
interact to produce students’ knowledge and skills (Carrell & West, 2010).
As Henry Braun of the Educational Testing Services, noted that “it is always
possible to produce estimates of what the model designates as teachers effects. These
estimates, however, capture the contributions of a number of factors, those due to
teachers being only one of them. So treating estimated teacher effects as accurate
indicators of teacher effectiveness is problematic (Braun, 2005).

Formative evaluation

helps the teachers acknowledge their own strengths and weaknesses in teaching, and
improve their didactic activity. Normative evaluation is the one that draws hierarchies
among teachers with regard to their professional competence. To address persistent
problems in traditional teacher evaluation, some districts utilize formative and summative
options for teachers. Formative evaluation facilitates teachers’ ongoing growth and
development. The continuous nature of formative evaluation enables teachers to reflect
on their practice in an effort to improve performance (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998).
Formative evaluation methods include peer review or coaching (Barber & Klein, 1983;
Bereens, 2000; Elliot & Chidley, 1985; Peterson, 2000; Stiggins & Duke, 1988),
parentto-teacher feedback (McGreal, 1983), portfolios (Darling-Hammond, Wise, &
Klein, 1995; Peterson, 2000), and teacher self-reflection (Peterson, 2000; Stiggins &
Duke, 1988). Together both formative evaluation and summative evaluation become
important resources when determining the professional development needs of teachers
(Nolan & Hoover, 2005).
According to Dr. Matthew Peppers of Vanderbilt University, 49% of the state of
Tennessee’s teachers still don’t trust the process or feel it is worth the time. Stating the
way the observer handles the post conference appears to be a significant predictor of how
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satisfied Teachers are with the process. If the primary focus is on very concrete steps to
address area of weakness, which is a very different conversation that tends to lead to
better satisfaction (Roberts, 2013).
Ingersoll’s (2001) analyses have revealed that approximately 50% of new teachers
in any given year leave the profession within five years. In addition, annual teacher
turnover rates are considerably higher (15.7%) than the average rates in non-teaching
occupations (11%).
More than 15 years ago, Ginsberg and Berry (1990) found that teacher working
conditions associated with South Carolina’s higher-stakes accountability movement were
linked to high levels of emotional exhaustion, and Corcoran, Walker, and White (1998)
found that lack of resources (materials and equipment, for example) created stress among
teachers, and in doing so, lowered both their sense of efficacy and attendance. More
recently, Anthony Bryk has conducted research demonstrating that educators working at
the top-performing quartile of schools reported a much higher degree of trust on their
campuses than their colleagues at low-performing schools (Bryk & Scheneider, 2002).
Although many factors can influence teachers’ decision about leaving or staying in their
jobs, results from past research consistently indicates that teacher working conditions and
salary levels are critical in such decisions (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005;
Dolton & Vanderklaauw, 1999; Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin 2004; Ingersoll 2006; Loeb,
Darling-Hammond & Luczak 2005; Perie & Baker 1997). The research evidence suggests
that adequate compensation and safe and supportive school environments serve to attract
and retain teachers, whereas low pay and poor working conditions undermine teachers’
long-term commitment to their jobs. Like salaries, working conditions also play a critical
role in determining the supply of qualified teachers and in influencing their decisions
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about remaining in the profession. Research shows that safe environments, strong
administrative leadership, collegial cooperation, high parental involvement, and sufficient
learning resources can improve teacher effectiveness, enhance their commitment to
school, and promote their job satisfaction (Darling-Hammond 2003; Guarino, Santibanez
& Daley 2006; McGrath & Princiotta, 2005). There are continuing debates about how
much the extent of teacher-effectiveness literature (e.g., Brophy, 1986; Porter & Brophy,
1988) can be trusted to identify characteristics of effective teachers, and additional
debates as well about how such research findings should frame the subsequent
development of teacher evaluation systems (e.g. Ellett, 1990; Scriven, 1990; Peterson,
Kromrey & Smith, 1990). In addition, there is considerable argument over the logic
behind and the extent to which student achievement data should be used as a basis for
teacher evaluation (Berk, 1988; Del Schalock & Schalock, 1993). These debates aside,
few attempts have been made to directly measure the influence of individual teachers on
the academic progress of large populations of students using measurements available from
traditional standardized testing programs. Partial confounding of education (teacher)
effects with factors exogenous to schooling influences (Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1993)
and the nonrandom assignment of students to teachers are two of the reasons most often
assumed to be insurmountable obstacles to this type of inquiry.
Teachers may be assigned classrooms of students that differ in unmeasured ways;
such as consisting of more motivated students, or students with stronger unmeasured prior
achievement or more engaged parents; that result in varying student achievement gains. If
so, rather than reflecting the talents and skills of individual teachers, estimates of teacher
effects may reflect principals’ preferential treatment of their favorite colleagues, ability
tracking based on information not captured by prior test scores, or the advocacy of
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engaged parents for specific teachers. These potential biases are of particular concern
given the growing number of states and school districts that use estimates of teacher
effects in promotion, pay, and professional development (McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007).
Reliance on student test scores for evaluating teachers is likely to misidentify many
teachers as either poor or successful (Baker, et al., 2010). Even when the model includes
controls for prior achievement and student demographic variables, teachers are
advantaged or disadvantaged based on the students they teach. Several studies have
shown this by conducting tests that look at a teacher’s “effects” on his/her students’ prior
test scores.

But studies that have looked at this have shown large “effects” which

indicates that the VAMs wrongly attribute to teachers other influences on student
performance that are present when the teachers have no contact with the students (Todd
& Wolpin, 2003).
Additionally, it is impossible to fully separate out the influences of students’ other
teachers, as well as school conditions, on their reported learning. No single teacher
accounts for all of a student’s learning. Prior teacher have last effects, for good or ill, on
students’ later learning, and current teachers also interact to produce students’ knowledge
and skills (Carrell & West, 2010). According to Pullin (2013), there is a high likelihood
of legal challenges to the use of VAM when it is used for evaluation for high-stakes
consequences like salary differentiation, termination, or damage to professional
reputation. Policymakers will need to consider the social science controversies over VAM
and its scientific defensibility. Given state and federal statutory mandates for
accountability data based on valid and reliable approaches, the social science evidence
will potentially be important to judges in ways that it was not in past court cases. In the
limited number of past court cases, judges tended to support the use of student test scores
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to make decisions about individual educators. Given the new federal and state statutory
requirements on the quality of evidence required to support education programs, judges
could view very differently the use of student test scores and VAM metrics to assess
educators. In 2013, Kerstin, Mei-kuang, and Stigler stated that being able to quantify the
effects and relative impact of different model specifications and data conditions on
teacher Value added estimates (VAEs) represents an important step for policymakers to
understand the underlying factors that might determine if and under which particular
conditions (in a district or state) their use in accountability systems might or might not be
reasonable. It is conceivable that in some districts or states, VAEs can be shown to be
sufficiently stable for a large majority of teachers, so that they could be used as one of
several measures of teacher performance, while that might not be the case in other places.
To begin exploring the effects of data and model specification on VAEs we obtained data
from one of the largest school district in the nation and created a single data set for our
analyses that contained no missing data to ensure that any observed variability in VAEs
was only due to changes in the three conditions under study. In Hill and Grossman (2013),
the expertise required of an early childhood educators to establish routines for children
just entering school; teaching beginning literacy and numeracy and attending to the
developmental needs of 5-year-olds, among other competencies differs from that required
of the high school math teacher who must use 50-minute blocks to help 150 or more
students master the intricacies of algebraic thinking. In order to provide useful
information for teacher learning, observation instruments will need to reflect these
differences. Other school districts across the country have used different type of
evaluation systems to evaluate teachers and getting great results.
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No Child Left Behind may have standardized evaluations for every child in the
public education system through testing, but if you want to know why a student is not
reaching national achievement goals, the best place to look is the source of instruction:
teachers. And when it comes to assessing their performance, the record is anything but
standardized. Twenty-seven states require all public school teachers to be evaluated
annually, 40 measure student learning to gauge teacher performance, and 18 weigh
student performance in granting teachers tenure, according to a study by the National
Council on Teacher Quality. That’s an increase from 2009 when just 15 states required
evaluation and only four states took student achievement into account, but it’s also result
in increased disagreement over how evaluations should be used. Teachers are not eager to
embrace the results of evaluations. The School Improvement Network conducted a
survey of about 2,000 educators across 46 states and found teacher attitudes toward
evaluation were negative. About 70% of those surveyed said the evaluation process in
their school was ineffective; 67% said they didn’t provide a fair and honest reflection of
their work.
According to Culbertson (2012), the System for Teacher and Student
Achievement (TAP) evaluation system includes multiple classroom observations each
year by multiple trained and certified evaluators, including principals or other
administrators, master teachers, and mentor teachers. Announced observations are
preceded and followed by in-depth teacher conferences during which the evaluator and
teacher examine the lesson to identify a strength (area of reinforcement), a weakness (area
of refinement), and a specific plan for improvement. Since evaluators know the teachers
and coach them on a regular basis, they have a more robust context for selecting areas for
reinforcement and refinement after observations. Furthermore, they have more
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opportunities to provide teachers with intensive follow-up support in those areas after the
observations.
As reported by the American Federation of Teachers, teachers need to take
responsibility for their profession, define what it means to be a good teacher, and play a
role in deciding who should enter and remain in the profession. Teachers can do this by
leading the effort to overhaul teacher evaluation rather than reacting to others’ evaluation
plans (AFT, 2013). Attaching high stakes to teacher scores has prompted an increased
focus on the reliability and validity of these scores. Teachers union have expressed strong
concerns about the reliability and validity of using student achievement data to evaluate
teachers and the potential for subjective ratings by classroom observers to be biased
(Heitin, 2011; NEA, 2011). The legislation enacted by many states also requires scores
derived from teacher observations and the overall systems of teacher evaluation to be
valid and reliable.
Teacher Leadership
Principals regularly assign teachers to roles that are vital to improvement, such as
team leaders, content coaches, data facilitators, or mentors. While these teachers may
each have their own vision of how their work within their teams will contribute to
improvement, they recognize the need to understand how that vision coordinates with
work at the school level as well. In schools where teacher leaders and their administrators
share a common vision for shared leaders, teacher leaders feel they have more traction for
making a difference through their roles (Berg, Bosch, & Souvanna, 2013).
Teacher leaders regularly work with colleagues to gain consensus around a
common vision and goals within their own teams. However, teacher leaders can make a
bigger difference for students when this vision is aligned across all levels of school
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leadership. To accomplish this, school leaders, both administrators and teacher leaders,
must take time to engage in discussions about what shared leadership means and looks
like in their school.

Through dialogue, administrators and teacher leaders can clarify

expectations and preferences. Administrators can support teacher leaders’ sense of
authority by initiating a conversation in which they determine together the expected
contributions of the teacher leader within the wider distribution of leadership, and the
actions that will be taken to ensure follow-through and accountability for all members of
the leadership team. There are three very important issues for every teacher leader:
authority, trust, and time. Through continual dialogue, teacher leaders and administrators
can clarify roles and responsibilities that will allow maximum effort from each member of
the leadership team. In 1995, Fullan wrote about the necessity of extending the notion of
teacher leadership. He advocated moving away from a narrow view of a single individual
trying to make a dent in a bureaucratic system toward a more complex perspective that
involves multiple levels of leadership, all engaged in reshaping the culture of school.
Working together as a cohort rather than as individuals, teacher leaders can build a new
collaborative culture. Such a culture would have the capacity to support the diverse
leadership approaches and configurations necessary to “reculture” a school
(Fullan, 1995).
According to Lieberman and Miller (2004), teacher leaders are in a unique
position to make changes happen. They are close to the ground and have the knowledge
and ability to control the conditions for teaching and learning in schools and classrooms.
It is believed that teacher leaders are critical partners in transforming schooling. Among
the many roles they can assume are the following:
a.

advocates for new forms of accountability and assessment,
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b.

innovators in the reconstruction of norms of achievement and expectations for
students,

c.

stewards for an invigorated profession.

Leadership appears to be an important resource for teacher collaboration, as school
leaders set the conditions, albeit with some resistance. Stoll and colleagues (2006) state
that although school-leaders can create conditions that foster collaboration, they cannot
ensure that teaches will collaborate. Bezzina (2006) argues that a general problem
regarding school-leaders support for teacher collaboration is the increasing number of
administrative and management duties that are being assigned to school-leaders
apparently limits the time that they can devote to sustaining teacher collaboration in their
schools.
School-Decision Making
In line with the focus on formal and informal leadership, both formal and informal
participation in decision making are taken into account in this study. A positive
relationship has been found between participation in decision making and organizational
commitment. It is important to bear in mind that this relationship depends on the areas in
which teachers have influence, their acceptance of participation opportunities, the
organization of such opportunities and whether teachers have influence, their acceptance
of participation opportunities, the organization of such opportunities and whether teachers
have an influence on the results of the decision-making process (Hulpia & Devos, 2010).
Decision making process by teachers are often associated with the pattern of the principals
as managers, administrators and school leaders, whereby the pattern of actions taken by
teachers and processes and procedures (Saad, 2012). Decision making in schools is said
to be associated with the participation of teachers (Hoyle, 2003).
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The advent of career

ladders in education has profound implications for the work and learning of all individuals
within a school. Not only will it change the status, recognition, and advancement of
individual teachers, but it will affect and change roles and expectations of all teachers,
administrators, and school personnel. The ultimate purpose for career ladders is
improvement of instruction for students. The use of senior and master teachers to focus
and direct energy on instructional improvement beyond the four walls of a single
classroom provides, at last, the opportunity for a school staff to take on the true
characteristic of a profession. That characteristic is the responsibility for making
decisions about how to better perform one’s collective job (Alfonso, et. al.,
1987).
To sum up, teachers’ participation in decision making is thought to promote their
commitment to the decisions that are made and to increase their motivation to implement
them, their satisfaction, their loyal and their decision acceptance and their collaboration
(Hulpia et. al., 2009; Tschannen-Moran, 2001: Wahlstrom & Seashore Louis, 2008). The
expectations of teachers participating in the school-decision making process to have a
positive effect on teachers and their professional intentions.
Professional Intentions
The education system in the United States has a problem keeping good teachers in
the classroom. In the last two or three years the problem has been brought to the attention
of the public through reports issued by many sources from the White House to local
school boards. The attention has caused great activity in political and educational arenas.
The problem is not new but has been complicated by societal changes and demographic
changes across the United States. New career options for women, relatively lower pay for
teaching careers and new expectations for schools to provide a for the wide variety of
33

children’s needs are some of the issues that contribute to the problem of attracting and
retaining the best people to teach in our schools (p. 88). The lack of differentiation
(whether 20 years of experience or the first year of teaching) between teachers has
contributed to teachers leaving the profession. Their needs for more salary, varied job
responsibilities, and status/recognition in education have caused them to seek other
professions where they were rewarded in ways not available to teachers. Differentiating
staffing models grew out of, or were a refinement of, the team teaching models of the
1960s. The differentiating staffing model take advantage of the differences in teaching
specialties, experiences, talents and ambitions, compensation of them in differentiated
levels of assigned instructional responsibilities, time and salary. There are various
components of a teacher’s workload that could impact their professional intentions: the
school day, instructional hours per day and per week, number of pupils each instructional
hour, receptivity of pupils, extracurricular activities, and nonclassroom assignments. No
other professional worker is called upon to dissipate his talent and energy performing
nonprofessional work. Only teachers are expected to be skilled and creative and to carry
on routine clerical, policing and housekeeping tasks as well (Stinnett, 1970).
Many teachers were not satisfied with the way in which the promotion system
operated. This was partly reflected by the fact that there was a big disparity between what
they believed affected whether a teacher was promoted, and what they believed ought to
influence who gets promoted. There was a feeling that sponsorship was a major factor in
affecting who was promoted, particularly to the top jobs. Many felt that this was both
unreasonable and unfair, and did not work in the interests of ensuring that those who were
promoted were the most competent teachers in the system (Maclean, 1992). Many of the
best teachers are leaving the profession after only a few years in the classroom, and fewer
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talented young people are entering (Sykes, 1983). Increasingly, difficult-to educate
students, undesirable working conditions, limited extrinsic and intrinsic rewards, and a
broader selection of attractive career options for minorities and women have combined to
make it imperative for educators to rethink the nature and purpose of schools and
teaching. This rumination will require a new kind of leadership—by teachers, for teachers
(Pellicer, Anderson, Keefe, Kelley, & McCleary, 1990).
Like other professionals, teachers can experience stress in their work. If the stress
becomes severe it can lead to low morale, and in turn, to burnout--a general psychological
state of exhaustion affecting those who work too hard and give too much of themselves
(Freudenberger, 1975). Teachers who experience burnout often chooses to leave their
jobs. Sometimes they return reinvigorated, but not always. “Putting it another way,
teachers who have stronger coping mechanisms, communication skills, interpersonal
relations, are emotionally secure, or feel intellectually stimulated and have a balance in
personal and professional satisfaction, are much better able to deal with these same
problems” (Gold & Roth, 1993). During the last 20 years there have been a series of
studies to determine the reasons a teacher leaves a position after only one year on the job,
and to find out why some teacher education graduates never accept a job. A review of
literature reveals nineteen factors which are most commonly linked with teacher retention
problems: salary dispute, teaching load unsatisfactory, pressure groups intolerable,
inadequate knowledge in teaching areas, unfair teacher evaluation techniques, inadequate
facilities, too much routine clerical duty, too many assignments beyond regular classes,
inadequate supervision, poor assignments, assignment of too many difficult discipline
problems, lack of opportunity to develop new ideas, problem with a poor school board,
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unsatisfactory faculty relationship, poor mental hygiene, inability to handle classes,
competition with industry, bad health and marriage (Wicks & Beggs, 1971).
Summary
Teachers’ evaluation has undergone tremendous changes over the past decades.
Teachers’ perception of the evaluation, the process and the clarity of the standards of
excellence have congealed to provide a unique opportunity for local educational agencies
to create an evaluation system that is fair, consistent and could withstand legal challenges.
Additionally, the use of students’ test scores in evaluating teachers have been shown to be
controversial and without a clear path to show competency or growth among the student
population. State legislators and local educational agencies should be extremely caution
in using these scores because of lack of reliability and its inequitable application to all
teachers. The process of learning is not isolated to the relationship between the teacher
and the individual student. Rather, learning is also constructed through interaction with
peers, and is a dynamic process that is also dependent upon inter-relationships and
interactions within and outside the classroom. These variables must be taken into account
when evaluating teachers because their influence may be larger than originally thought.
Teachers affect student performance through their interaction with students in the context
of the classrooms and schools where teaching and learning takes place. Although it is
widely assumed that supportive working conditions improve the quality of instruction and
teachers’ willingness to remain in a school, little is known about whether or how the
structure of the school impact teachers’ ability to function appropriately in such a setting.
Effective teacher appraisal can also help schools to become sensitive to individual talent,
performance and motivation by allowing teachers to progress in their career and take on
new roles and responsibilities based on evaluations of their performance. As more and
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more parents demand quality education for their children, teacher appraisals provide a
way for schools to be accountable for the quality of education in their classrooms and to
address underperformance among teachers.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
After a restatement of the research questions, the present chapter begins with an
explanation of the general methodology employed in this study—specifically, secondary
analysis of an existing set of survey data—and a description of the instrument from which
these survey data were derived—namely, the Measures of Effective Teaching
(MET)/Working Conditions Survey—including the instrument’s psychometric properties.
In the next section, the conditions under which the MET/Working Conditions data were
collected are outlined and a statistical description of the more than 5,000 persons whose
responses constitute the present dataset is provided in two tables. The final section of the
chapter provides a statement of the analytic strategies to be employed in answering the
following research questions:
1. How do urban elementary and secondary teachers perceive the quality of their
evaluation at their schools, the extent to which teachers are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the
direction of their future professional plans?
2. What is the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which these teachers are treated as
school leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and
the direction of these their future professional plans?
3. Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality
of teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the

38

direction of their future professional plan differ by type of school as elementary or
secondary?
4. Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality
of teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which these teachers are treated as
school leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and
the direction of their future professional plans differ by total years of teaching
experience?
5. Does the extent of the relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the
quality of teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as
school leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and
the direction of their future professional plans differ by number of years teaching
at the school?
Overall Methodology
According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), research is usually categorized in
terms of its general methodology. In educational studies, they note that the researcher may
employ the use of qualitative, quantitative, experimental, or non-experimental
methodology to frame his study. When employing a quantitative approach,
questionnaires, tests, records, standardized observation instruments, and existing data
bases can serve as appropriate sources for data (Patton, 1997). Common to the
quantitative approach is the utilization of data from human samples and the placing of the
data in predetermined categories for statistical analysis, the intended result being an
unbiased and objective interpretation of data (Creswell, 2008).
Drawing upon two existing data sources—the first being MET/Working
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Conditions Survey data collected from more than 5,000 educational practitioners at over
200 schools, the second being standardized test score data pertinent to nearly 140 schools,
taken from “report cards” maintained by the Tennessee Department of Education, and
expressed as the school-wide percentage of students “proficient or advanced” in Reading
and Mathematics—the researcher approached the five research questions posed by this
study in a quantitative fashion, working in a venue of inquiry commonly referred to as
“secondary analysis.”
According to Hakim (1982), secondary data analysis may be defined as “further
analysis of an existing data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge
additional to, or different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection
and its results” (p. 1). Hakim also identified specific uses of secondary data in research:
1. Condensed reports (such as social area analysis based on selected social
indicators)
2. More detailed reports (offering additional detail on the same topic)
3. Reports which focus on a particular sub-topic (such as unemployment) or
social group (such as ethnic minority)
4. Reports angled towards a particular policy issue or question
5. Analyses based on a conceptual framework or theory not applied to the
original analysis
6. Re-analyses which take advantage of more sophisticated analytical techniques
to test hypotheses and answer questions in a more comprehensive and succinct
manner than in the original report (p. 1).
Given the uses outlined, the present study would appear to lend itself to secondary
analysis as it seems to be the kind of information outlined by Hakim (1982). First, it
40

focuses on a particular set of “subtopics” included in the original study—namely,
evaluation, teacher leadership, teachers’ roles in decision-making, and teachers’
professional plans—and examines them in a greater depth. Second, in breaking out the
data into subgroups of respondents and comparing and contrasting results, the present
study applies somewhat “more sophisticated analytical techniques to . . . answer
questions” (Hakim, p. 1) that were not fully addressed or were unaddressed in the prior
study.
Instrument
A review of the literature indicates that a wide variety of measures of the school
environment—whether conceived of under the aegis of “school climate,” “learning
environment” “teacher working conditions,” etc.—are in use. Witcher (1993) reviewed
several of these measures and found that those that resulted in the most reliable
assessments were those that generated information about multiple aspects of the school—
including “an emphasis on academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating curriculum,
professional collegiality, and closeness to parents and community” (pp. 1-5).
Furthermore, the most reliable instruments were also easy for respondents to understand,
were appropriate to several levels of schooling and possessed an adequate evidence of
psychometric validity and reliability.
A survey that meets many, if not all, of these requirements is the MET (Measures
of Effective Teaching)/Working Conditions Survey. Originally developed in 2002 by the
New Teacher Center, the instrument made its debut in North Carolina as the “Teaching
and Learning Conditions Initiative Survey” as part of the work of then-Governor Mike
Easley and his state’s Professional Teaching Standards Commission. Over the past
decade, the reach of the survey has extended to 12 states and 10 districts, providing
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information to both policymakers and practitioners about the following eight research
based constructs:
1. Time—Available time to plan, to collaborate, to provide instruction, and to
eliminate barriers in order to maximize instructional time during the school
day
2. Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers
3. Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school
4. Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct
issues and ensure a safe school environment
5. Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom
and school practices
6. School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting,
supportive environments and address teacher concerns
7. Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities
for educators to enhance their teaching
8. Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (pp. 1-3)
Perhaps because of the number of aspects of schooling that the instrument
addresses, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has insisted that the districts with which
it works administer a version of the New Teacher Center’s “Teaching and Learning
Conditions Questionnaire” as part of its “Measures of Effective Teaching” initiative.
42

Hoping to get beyond “how well a teacher’s students do on assessments,” according to the
Gates’ Foundation website, “the ‘Measures of Effective Teaching’ project seeks to
uncover and develop a set of measures that work together to form a more complete
indicator of a teacher’s impact on student achievement” (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2012, pp. 1-10). Collecting data derived from such diverse sources as student
surveys, supplemental student assessments, videotaped classroom lessons, teacher
reflection on these lessons, and assessments of teacher’ ability to recognize and diagnose
student problems, the Gates Foundation also administers a version of Teaching and
Learning Conditions Questionnaire that is tailored to the local contexts with which it
partners. By means of this instrument, the Foundation seeks to render a kind of status
report of within-school strengths and weaknesses that have been linked to retaining or
losing effective teachers and, by extension, supporting or not supporting student
achievement. The present dataset derives from the Gates Foundation partnership with a
local district.
Some degree of informal or prima facie evidence of the validity of the
MET/Working Conditions seems inherent in the instrument’s longevity and wide usage.
According to the New Teacher Center website, the information provided by the
instrument has been of such high quality as to provide its former clients with sufficient
guidance in such matters as
1. rewriting standards for principals and teachers;
2. allocating funds to support utilizing survey data in low-performing school
districts;
3. supporting the creation of additional funding for professional development in
low-performing schools;
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4. developing school leadership training that requires administrators to use the
survey data in making school-level improvement decisions;
5. changing professional development offerings and providing teachers with
more autonomy in selecting growth opportunities; and
6. implementing targeted recruitment strategies for hard-to-staff schools” (New
Teacher Center, 2012).
Aside from this sort of informal, testimonial evidence, more formal evidence of
the validity of MET/Working Conditions Survey has been recently marshaled by the state
of Tennessee with respect to an adaptation of the original North Carolina survey that it
refers to as “TELL Tennessee.” An acronym for “Teaching, Empowering, Leading and
Learning,” the TELL Tennessee website charts the evolution of the instrument’s “content
validity.” As relayed by the website, the items constituting the North Carolina instrument
originated in one part from a wide-ranging literature review of research on the role of
working conditions on teacher dissatisfaction and teacher mobility and in another part
from School and Staffing Survey data “focused on areas that teachers identified as
conditions that drove their satisfaction and employment decisions, including
administrative support, autonomy in making decisions, school safety, class size, time,
etc.” (TELL Tennessee, 2012).
In addition to issues concerning “content validity,” the TELL Tennessee website
also points to studies done to establish the instrument’s “construct validity.” Using data
taken from 400,000 teachers from 5,000 schools in 12 states, Swanlund (2011) used a
combination of factor analysis and “Rasch measurement modeling” to examine the
dimensionality of the instrument. In his analyses, Swanlund found more constructs (13)
than the eight that the instrument purported to measure. However, Swanlund went on to
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note that the additional constructs seemed also to fit comfortably within the eight
construct framework, with the additional five clusters of items serving to refine four of the
original domains. When an early wave of TELL Tennessee data was analyzed using an
approach similar to Swanlund’s, the analyst identified 10 constructs, with the Facilities
and Resources construct and Instructional Practices and Support construct each splitting
into two subsets.
In terms of reliability, TELL Tennessee reports that all items pertinent to
measuring eight of the original constructs exhibit adequate levels of “internal consistency”
reliability, with alpha statistics observed to be 0.83 or higher.
In sum, all statistical analyses carried out to date suggest that the original
instrument and its variants do indeed “measure what they purport to measure” (Popham,
2011), but that more fine-grained conclusions may be drawn about specific groups of
items within two or three of the constructs.
Description of Sample
Schools selected for this study were elementary and secondary institutions, located
in a large urban district in the Southeastern United States. As previously outlined, the
district was one of a select few with which the Gates Foundation chose to work, and it was
the local district’s office of research and evaluation that made the dataset available to the
researcher for secondary analysis. Respectively provided in Tables 1 and 2 are statistical
descriptions of all district respondents (N = 5,007) and teacher respondents only (N =
4,596) who completed the MET/Working Conditions Survey. In addition categorization by
school “level” (as elementary or secondary), percentage breakouts of overall and teacher
respondents are also provided by such demographic variables as their overall years of
educational experience and years of teaching at their present school. All three of these
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breakouts have been employed in this study’s analyses to determine whether any of the
overall relationships observed for research question two are mediated by such
characteristics.
Prior to conducting the research for this study, permission was requested from the
Institution Review Board (IRB) at The University of Memphis to conduct the study (see
Appendix).
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of All Respondents to the 2010 Administration of the
Measures of Effective Teaching Working Conditions Survey (N = 5,007)

Group

Teachers
Principals
Ass't Principals
Others

All
(N = 5,007)

Elem
(n = 2,765)

Middle
(n = 986)

High
(n =1,065)

Others
(n =191)

%

%

%

%

%

91.8
1.5
0.7
6.0

92.8
1.4
0.3
5.5

90.1
1.7
1.7
6.5

91.9
1.0
0.8
6.2

85.9
3.7
1.6
8.9

Total Years Employed as an Educator: All Respondents
First Year
5.0
2 to 3 Years
9.1
4 to 6 Years
11.7
7 to 10 Years
17.5
11 to 20 Years
29.6
20 + Years
26.8
Not Answered 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.0

3.0
6.7
9.3
18.1
32.9
29.8

6.6
11.3
16.7
18.0
27.1
20.0

8.6
13.3
13.1
16.5
24.8
23.3

5.8
8.9
14.1
12.0
20.9
38.2

Total Years Employed at Present School: All Respondents
First Year
2 to 3 Years
4 to 6 Years
7 to 10 Years
11 to 20 Years
20 + Years
Not Answered

14.1
19.2
20.9
16.8
15.9
7.7
5.3

10.5
16.3
20.4
19.7
18.8
9.0
5.2

6.6
11.3
16.7
18.0
27.1
20.0
0.4

21.1
22.7
19.4
12.6
11.9
7.1
5.1

23.0
9.4
18.3
12.0
17.3
12.0
7.9

Sites

206

112

39

41

14

47

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of Teacher Respondents to the 2010 Administration of the
Measures of Effective Teaching Working Conditions Survey (n = 4,596)

Group

All
(N = 4596)

Elem
(n = 2565)

Middle
(n = 888)

High
(n = 979)

Others (n
=164)

%

%

%

%

%

Total Years Employed as an Educator: Teachers Only
First Year
2 to 3 Years

5.2
9.5

3.0
6.9

7.0
12.2

9.1
14.0

6.7
9.8

4 to 6 Years

11.9

9.2

17.6

13.4

14.6

7 to 10 Years

17.8

18.6

17.7

16.5

12.8

11 to 20 Years

29.4

33.1

25.8

24.0

22.6

20 + Years

26.0

29.0

19.5

22.7

33.5

Not Answered

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.0

Total Years Employed at
Present School: Teachers
Only
First Year
2 to 3 Years

14.1
19.5

10.4
16.2

15.1
26.4

21.6
23.3

22.6
9.8

4 to 6 Years

20.4

20.2

23.8

18.6

17.7

7 to 10 Years

16.9

19.9

14.3

12.3

12.8

11 to 20 Years

16.2

19.0

11.8

12.4

17.7

20 + Years

7.7

9.0

4.1

6.9

11.6

Not Answered

5.2

5.3

4.6

5.0

7.9

Proposed Analyses
Data were analyzed using SPSS (Statistical Packet for Social Services) version 22.
For research question 1, item-level frequencies and percentages were obtained for all
relevant items and scale means and standard deviations were computed across the three
items concerned with teacher evaluation, the five items concerned with teacher leadership,
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and the eight items concerning teachers’ roles in decision making. The single item
concerning teacher professional plans was dichotomously coded as either staying in one’s
present position or leaving it. For research question 2, Pearson product-moment
correlations were computed between these scale means and the dichotomously-coded
future intentions variable. For research questions 3 through 5, these same correlations
were obtained for subgroups of elementary and secondary school teachers, teachers above
and below the median of total years of experience, and teachers above and below the
median of total years at the school. The differences between these correlations were
subsequently compared statistically using the Fisher r to z transformation.
Summary
With the intent of examining how teachers perceive the quality of their evaluations
and the relationship of these perceptions to others involving their sense of themselves as
“teacher leaders,” their self-assessed level involvement in various types of school
decisions, and their future intentions as pedagogical “stayers” or “leavers,” secondary
analysis of an existing dataset was used with respect a subset of items drawn from the
MET/Working Conditions Survey and administered to a sample of over 4,500 teachers
working at large urban district in the Southeastern United States. In addition to obtaining
descriptive statistics on all items and item scales, correlations were computed between the
four variables selected for study and the Fisher r to z transformation employed to test for
differences in the strength of the relationships observed by educational level, total years of
teaching experience, and years teaching at the current school.
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Chapter 4
Results
The overall purpose of this study is to examine how teachers perceive the quality
of their evaluations and the relationship of these perceptions to others involving their
sense of themselves as “teacher leaders,” their self-assessed level involvement in various
types of school decisions, and their future intentions as pedagogical “stayers” or
“leavers.” Specific research questions derived from this overall purpose are as follows:
1. How do urban elementary and secondary teachers perceive the quality of teacher
evaluation at their schools, the extent to which teachers are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the
direction of their future professional plans?
2. What is the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the
quality of teacher evaluation at their school, the extent to which these teachers are
treated as school leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school
decisions, and the direction of their future professional plans?
3. Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality
of teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the
direction of their future professional plan between elementary or secondary?
4. Does the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
teacher evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders,
the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of
their future professional plans differ by total years of teaching experience?
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5. Does the extent of the relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the
quality of their evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school
leaders, the scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the
direction of their future professional plans differ by number of years teaching at
the school?
Using the statistical procedures described in the preceding chapter, answers are
provided in turn to each of the questions following.
Research Question 1
How do urban elementary and secondary teachers perceive the quality of evaluation at
their schools, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of their
influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future professional
plans?
As shown in Table 3, nearly 80% of all respondents either agreed or strongly
agreed to the three items pertinent to the quality of their teacher evaluations (Coefficient
Alpha for scale = .92) and the five items concerning the status as “teacher leaders”
(Coefficient Alpha for scale = 0.93). Specifically, some 77.9% of all 4,596 teacher
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that teacher performance is “assessed
objectively,” some 77.0% either agreed or strongly agreed that they received helpful
feedback, and some 75.7% either agreed or strongly agreed that the procedures for
teachers’ evaluation were” consistent.” With respect to the 5-item Teacher Leadership
Scale, similar levels of agreement/strong agreement were observed, with at or above 80%
of all respondents holding that teachers are effective leaders in this school (79.9%) and
that teachers are encouraged to participate in school leadership roles (81.2%). Although
somewhat lower, the percentage of teachers agreeing or strongly agreeing that teachers
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are relied upon to make decision about educational issues was still robust (at 73.9%).
Given the generally high level of agreement to these items and the implication that those
responses signify some measure of satisfaction with prevailing conditions, it follows that
similar percentages of teachers would want to keep working at their present positions
within their current schools. At 73.9% of all respondents expressing an unqualified
intention to “stay” at their schools, only 26.1% of all respondents indicated in any sense a
reason to “leave” their schools. While about 7.9% of the respondents indicated that they
wished to continue teaching but make an institutional change (that is, change to a different
school or district), slightly more (12.3%) indicated that they wished to pursue some other
role in education that was not teaching, whether administrative or non-administrative.
Only about 4% of the total sample offered that they wished to “leave education entirely”
(3.2%) or simply “didn’t know” (3.2%) or were unwilling to share (0.8%) their future
plans.
While teacher responses to questions about the quality of teacher evaluation, how
they felt about their status as teacher leaders, and whether they intended to keep to their
present professional career paths were in the main all positive, the level of discretion that
teachers felt they had in school decision making was much more mixed. Although most
teacher respondents felt they had a moderate to large role in such areas as devising
teaching techniques (78.3%) and in assessing and grading students (63.7%), their sense of
the size of their roles with respect to other issues was substantially smaller. Less than half
of all teacher respondents felt that they had a significant role determining the content of
professional development (45.9%), while less than one quarter felt that they had an
important part to play in two decision making areas that have traditionally owned by the
school principal: namely, the selection of teachers new to the school (24.5%) and the
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school’s budget (20.4%). Although this set of items had a somewhat smaller Coefficient
Alpha than that observed for either the evaluation scale or the teacher leadership scale,
the one observed for teacher decision making was still sufficient to warrant treating its
eight constituent items as a unit (Coefficient Alpha = 0.87) and computing a mean.
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Table 3
Item Frequencies and Percentages for Teacher Evaluation Scale, Teacher Leadership
Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses Concerning Future Professional
Plans
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree (%)
(%)
(%)

Item (N = 4596)

Strongly
Agree
(%)

No
Answer
(%)

Teacher Evaluation Scale (Alpha = .92)
1. Teacher performance is assessed
5.2

11.1

53.5

24.3

5.9

5.2

14.3

53.5

23.5

3.4

22.6

7.6

5.3

11.4

53.1

objectively.
2. Teachers receive feedback that
can help them improve teaching.
3. The procedures for teacher
evaluation are consistent.
Teacher Leadership Scale ( Alpha = . 93)
5.4

15.9

55.3

20.8

2.6

5.5

14.5

54.5

23.1

2.4

3. Teachers are relied upon to make
decisions about educational issues.

5.7

17.5

53.7

20.2

2.9

4. Teachers are encouraged to
participate in school leadership roles.

4.6

11.0

55.7

25.5

3.2

5. Teachers are effective leaders in this
school.

3.8

13.3

56.0

23.7

3.3

1. Teachers are recognized as educational
experts.
2. Teachers are trusted to make sound
professional decisions about instruction.

(Table 3 continued)
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Item Frequencies and Percentages for Teacher Evaluation Scale, Teacher Leadership
Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses Concerning Future Professional
Plans
No
Role
(%)

Item (N = 4596)

Small
role
(%)

Moderate
role
(%)

No
Large
Answer
role (%)
(%)

Teacher Decision Making Scale (Alpha = .87)
1. Selecting instructional materials
9.2

24.4

33.0

27.9

5.5

4.3

13.2

30.2

48.1

4.1

3. Setting grading and student assessment
10.8
practices.

20.9

32.5

31.2

4.6

4. Determining the content of inservice
professional development programs.

20.3

28.2

32.3

13.6

5.6

5. Establishing student discipline
procedures.

12.3

24.8

35.5

23.7

3.6

6. Providing input on how the school
budget will be spent.

46.0

24.6

15.6

4.8

9.1

7. The selection of teachers new to this
school.

41.4

25.2

16.8

7.7

8.9

7.6

17.7

31.8

37.7

5.2

and resources.
2. Devising teaching techniques.

8. School improvement planning.

(Table 3 continued)
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Item Frequencies and Percentages for Teacher Evaluation Scale, Teacher Leadership
Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses Concerning Future Professional
Plans
Response

f

%

3396

73.9

2. Continue teaching in this district but leave this school

356

7.7

3.Continue teaching in this state but leave this district

91

2.0

4. Continue working in education, but pursue an administrative position

317

6.9

5. Continue working in education, but pursue a non-administrative position

249

5.4

6. Leave education entirely.

148

3.2

7. No response/Don't know

39

0.8

Future Professional Plans of Teachers as "Stayers" or "Leavers"

1. Continue working at my present school

Research Question 2
What is the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at their school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope
of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plans?
Presented in Table 4 are the means and standard deviations for the three scaled
variables under consideration in this study (that is, evaluation, teacher leadership, and
teacher role), the zero-order Pearson inter-correlations among these three variables, and
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the dichotomously-coded variable concerning the respondent’s future status as a “stayer”
or “leaver.” For the three scaled variables, means were computed if an individual teacher
responded to two of three items, four of five items, and eight of nine items for teacher
evaluation, teacher leadership, and teacher role, respectively. The reader should note the
very similar means and standard deviations observed for the teacher evaluation (M = 3.01,
SD = 0.72) and teacher leadership scales (M = 2.99. 0.68) and the substantially lower
mean obtained for the teacher role scale (M = 2.63, SD = 0.69).
With respect to Research Question 2, statistically significant relationships in the
moderate to strong range are observed between the three scaled variables previously
mentioned. Of the three correlations, the highest is observed between the teacher
evaluation and the teacher leadership scales (r = 0.70, p < .001), which translates into an
equivalent effect size difference of almost two standard deviations (g = 1.96). While the
correlations observed between teacher role and teacher evaluation (r = 0.58, p < .001), and
teacher role and teacher leadership (r = 0.63, p < .001), are smaller, they are both
statistically significant and yield effect sizes that exceed a full standard deviation (g =
1.42 and g = 1.62, respectively).
Also presented in Table 4, a teacher’s status as a “stayer” or a “leaver” was
observed to relate to the three scaled variables under investigation in this study. Although
not as robust as the correlations previously described, those observed for future intentions
variables were significantly and positively correlated at about the same level of magnitude
to teacher evaluation (r = 0.23, p < .001, g = 0.47), teacher leadership (r =
0.22, p < .001, g = 0.45), and teacher role (r = 0.19, p < .001, g = 0.39).
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Table 4
Zero-Order Correlations among the Outcomes Obtained across All Respondents for the
Teacher Evaluation Scale, Teacher Leadership Scale, and Teacher Decision Making
Scale and Responses Concerning Future Professional Plans

Scale

1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)
2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

0.83

2

3

4

M

SD

0.70

0.58

0.23

3.01

0.72

0.90

0.63

0.22

2.99

0.68
0.69

3. Teacher Role (6/8)
0.87

0.19

2.63

4. "Stayer" (74.6%) or "Leaver" (25.3%) Status

Note. Scale values for Coefficient Alpha are provided in boldface. All correlations are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed.
Research Question 3
Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of
their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plan differ by type of school as elementary or secondary?
Inspection of the means and standard deviations observed for three scaled variable
by type of school as elementary or secondary suggests only trivial differences in their
magnitudes. For the teacher evaluation and teacher leadership scales, all means are seen to
hover about a value of 3.00 while the means obtained for the teacher role scale can, for
both school “levels,” to be nearly equivalent at 2.63.
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When considered by level, the correlations among the four variables under
consideration are nearly those seen for all respondents, with the notable exception of those
concerning the relationships between teacher evaluation and teacher role (r = .60 for the
elementary level and r = 0.55 for the secondary level) and teacher leadership and teacher
role (r = .65 for the elementary level and r = 0.60 for the secondary level). Testing for the
differences between these two sets of correlations using the Fisher r to z transformation
yields statistically significant differences for both the former pair of correlations (Z =
2.42, p < .05) and the latter pair of correlations (Z = 2.73, p < .01). While all the intercorrelations observed proved to be statistically significant, only the ones involving teacher
role and the other two scaled variables appeared to be mediated by the educational level at
which a respondent taught.
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Table 5
Concerning Future Professional Plans by Elementary and Secondary Level Respondents

Scale

2

3

4

M

SD

0.24

3.02

0.73

0.23

2.99

0.69

0.20

2.63

0.70

0.22

2.99

0.71

0.20

2.98

0.66

2.64

0.67

Elementary (n = 2269)
1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

0.70

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

0.60
0.65

3. Teacher Role (6/8)
4. "Stayer" (75.5%) or "Leaver" (24.5%) Status
Secondary (n = 1799)
1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

0.69

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

0.55
0.60

3. Teacher Role (6/8) 0.18

4. "Stayer" (73.4%) or "Leaver" (26.6%) Status
Fisher r to z comparisons of outcomes by level

Scale

1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

2

3

4

Z = 0.83

Z= 2.42**

Z = 0.49

Z = 2.73**

Z = 1.14

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)
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Concerning Future Professional Plans by Elementary and
Secondary Level Respondents
3. Teacher Role (6/8)
Z = 0.68
4. "Stayer" (73.4%) or "Leaver" (26.6%) Status

Note: Values for Coefficient Alpha are provided in boldface. All correlations are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. For values of Z, *p < .05, **p < .01, two-tailed.
Research Question 4
Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of
their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future professional
plans differ by total years of teaching experience?
As with the breakout of teacher responses by level, inspection of the means and
standard deviations observed for the two of the three scaled variable by teachers having 10
or fewer and more than 10 years as an educator reveals only trivial differences in their
magnitudes (see Table 6). For the teacher evaluation and teacher leadership scales, all
means are seen to hover about a value of 3.00. At the same time, experience seems to
count when considering the means obtained for the teacher role scale by teachers of
differing experience levels. For teachers having less overall experience, the mean obtained
was noticeably smaller (M = 2.59, SD = 0.67) when compared with the one obtained for
teachers having more overall experience (M = 2.67, SD = 0.70), with the result being a
small but not negligible effect size (g = 0.15).
Differences surrounding the issue of teacher role also surface when the correlations
between that variable and the two other scaled variables are considered (see again Table
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6). Apparently these relationships grow stronger as years of experience grow, with the
correlation between teacher evaluation and teacher role increasing from r = 0.54 to r =
0.61 by years of experience and the correlation between teacher leadership and teacher
role increasing from r = 0.58 to r = 0.68 by years of experience. While the test of the
differences between the former pair (Z = 3.30, p < .001) and the latter pair of correlations
pair (Z = 5.65, p < .001) both proved to be highly statistically significant, none of the other
comparisons reached that threshold.
Table 6
Zero-Order Correlations among the Outcomes Obtained for the Teacher Evaluation
Scale, Teacher Leadership Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses
Concerning Future Professional Plans by Total Years of Teaching Experience
Scale

2
One to Ten Years

1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

3

M

SD

as an Educator (n = 1794)
0.68

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

0.54

0.24

2.97

0.72

0.58

0.21

3.00

0.66

0.18

2.59

0.67

3. Teacher Role (6/8)
4. "Stayer" (70.1%) or "Leaver" (29.9%)

4

Status

More than Ten Years as an E ducator ( n = 2267)
1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

0.71

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)
3. Teacher Role (6/8)
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0.61

0.22

3.03

0.72

0.68

0.23

2.98

0.69

0.19

2.67

0.70

4. "Stayer" (77.9%) or "Leaver" (22.1%) Status
.

Fisher r to z comparisons of outcomes by years of experience
Scale
2

1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3) Z = 1.66

Z = 3.30***

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5) Z = 5.65***

Z = 0.47

3. Teacher Role (6/8)

3

4

Z = 0.83

Z = 0.16

4. "Stayer" (73.4%) or "Leaver" (26.6%) Status

Note: Values for Coefficient Alpha are provided in boldface. All correlations are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. For values of Z, ***p < .001, two-tailed.
Research Question 5
Does the extent of the relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of
their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future professional
plans differ by number of years teaching at the school?
Whereas total years of teaching experience seems to be mediating factor with
respect to certain of the relationships previously noted—specifically, those between
teacher role and teacher evaluation and teacher role and teacher leadership—no
significant mediation appears to occur when years at one’s current school is used to group
teachers (see Table 7). Inspection of the scale means and standard deviation for teachers
with less and more experience at their respective schools suggests that tenure does not

63

much influence perceptions of teacher evaluation, teacher leadership or teacher tenure
and does not appear to significantly impact a teachers’ status as a “stayer” or “leaver.”
As with the means and standard deviation, a teacher’s years at his/her current school does
not appear to mediate any of the relationships between the four variables selected for
study. Indeed, inspection of the correlations for the subgroups by tenure are virtually
those observed for the group as a whole, with the relationship between teacher evaluation
and teacher leadership being roughly r = 0.70, the relationship between teacher evaluation
and teacher role around r = 0.58, the relationship between teacher leadership and teacher
role being about r = 0.63. This sort of repetition also extends to the correlations between
the staying/leaving measure and the three scaled variables, with the overall result that
none of the Fisher r to z transformations can be seen to yield a statistically significant
outcome.
Table 7
Zero-Order Correlations among the Outcomes Obtained for the Teacher Evaluation
Scale, Teacher Leadership Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses
Concerning Future Professional Plans by Years of Teaching at Present School
Scale

2

3

4

M

SD

0.59

0.23

2.99

0.75

0.64

0.22

2.99

0.69

2.60

0.69

One to Six Years at the School (n = 2164)
1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

0.70

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)
3. Teacher Role (6/8)

0.19
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4. "Stayer" (75.5%) or "Leaver" (24.5%) Status
More than Six Years at the School (n = 1699)
1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

0.69

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

0.56

0.23

0.63

0.20

3.03

0.69

2.99

0.67

Zero-Order Correlations among the Outcomes Obtained for the Teacher Evaluation
Scale, Teacher Leadership Scale, Teacher Decision Making Scale and Responses
Concerning Future Professional Plans by Years of Teaching at Present School
3. Teacher Role (6/8)

0.18

2.66

0.68

4."Stayer" (71.6%) or "Leaver" (28.4%) Status
Fisher r to z comparisons of outcomes by teacher “tenure”
Scale

1. Teacher Evaluation (2/3)

2

3

Z = 0.90

Z = 1.52

2. Teacher Leadership (4/5)

Z = 0.67

4

Z = 0.07
Z = 0.52
Z = 0.06

3.

Teacher Role (6/8)

4.

"Stayer" (77.9%) or "Leaver" (22.1%) Status

Note. Values for Coefficient Alpha are provided in boldface. All correlations are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed.
Summary
Among the four variables and six relationships studied, statistically significant
correlations were observed both for the sample of teachers as a whole as well as for
subgroups of teachers by educational level, total years of teaching experience, and years of
experience at the teacher’s current school. While these grouping variables were not always
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seen to link the strength of these relationships, the relationships that were consistently
affected involved teachers’ perceptions of their decision-making roles. A teacher’s
educational level as elementary or secondary was observed to mediate the relationship
between perceptions of teacher role and perceptions of teacher evaluation (Z
= 2.42, p < .05) and perceptions of teacher role and perceptions of teacher leadership (Z =
2.73, p < .01). Likewise did a teacher’s overall years of years of teaching experience
appear to impact the linkage between both the former pair of perceptions (Z = 3.30, p <
.001) and the latter pair of perceptions (Z = 5.65, p < .001). However, when tenure became
the grouping factor, no such impact was seen either on these two or any of the other four
relationships that this study investigated.
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Chapter 5
Discussion & Implications
This study look to find if teachers’ perception of the quality of their evaluation
has a significant impact on whether they pursue career advancement in school
administration, participate in school decision-making or leave the profession altogether.
The discussion of each research questions with implications for teachers and their
professional intentions give detailed analysis of teachers’ perceptions as it relate to
relevant research questions.
Research Question Discussions
Research Question 1
How do urban elementary and secondary teachers perceive the quality of evaluation
at their schools, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of their
influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future professional
plans?
While teacher responses to questions about the quality of teacher evaluation, how
they felt about their status as teacher leaders, and whether they intended to keep to their
present professional career paths were in the main all positive, the level of discretion that
teachers felt they had in school decision making was much more mixed. Although most
teacher respondents felt they had a moderate to large role in such areas as devising
teaching techniques (78.3%) and in assessing and grading students (63.7%), their sense of
the size of their roles with respect to other issues was substantially smaller. Less than half
of all teacher respondents felt that they had a significant role determining the content of
professional development (45.9%), while less than one quarter felt that they had an
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important part to play in two decision making areas that have traditionally owned by the
school principal: namely, the selection of teachers new to the school (24.5%) and the
school’s budget (20.4%).
Research Question 2
What is the extent of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at their school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope
of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plans?
With respect to Research Question 2, statistically significant relationships in the
moderate to strong range are observed between the three scaled variables previously
mentioned. Of the three correlations, the highest is observed between the teacher
evaluation and the teacher leadership scales (r = 0.70, p < .001), which translates into an
equivalent effect size difference of almost two standard deviations (g = 1.96). While the
correlations observed between teacher role and teacher evaluation (r = 0.58, p < .001),
and teacher role and teacher leadership (r = 0.63, p < .001), are smaller, they are both
statistically significant and yield effect sizes that exceed a full standard deviation (g =
1.42 and g = 1.62, respectively). In essence, there were a direct link between teachers’
perceptions of the quality of evaluations and whether they were treated as school leaders,
become involve in school decision making and have a positive outlook on future
professional intentions.
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Research Question 3
Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality
of evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of
their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plan differ by type of school as elementary or secondary?
While all the inter-correlations observed proved to be statistically significant, only
the ones involving teacher role and the other two scaled variables appeared to be
mediated by the educational level at which a respondent taught. In other words, it did not
matter whether a teacher taught at an elementary school or at a secondary institutions,
their perceptions were closely related as it pertains to their perception of evaluations.
Elementary teachers have a more generic form of evaluation where a checklist is most
pervasive to insure continuity among the grade levels. Whereas in a secondary schools,
teachers are more specializes in their subject matter, hence their evaluations tends to be
more specific and course related.
Research Question 4
Does the extent of relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the quality of
evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the scope of
their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plans differ by total years of teaching experience?
Differences surrounding the issue of teacher role also surface when the
correlations between that variable and the two other scaled variables are considered (see
again Table 6). Apparently these relationships grow stronger as years of experience grow,
with the correlation between teacher evaluation and teacher role increasing from r = 0.54
to r = 0.61 by years of experience and the correlation between teacher leadership and
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teacher role increasing from r = 0.58 to r = 0.68 by years of experience. While the test of
the differences between the former pair (Z = 3.30, p < .001) and the latter pair of
correlations pair (Z = 5.65, p < .001) both proved to be highly statistically significant,
none of the other comparisons reached that threshold. It appears that experience matters.
Veteran teachers are well aware of the implication of the evaluation and tend to know the
behavioral traits the administrative staff expects, whereas teachers with less than five
years of experience has not fully grasp the extent and/or implication of the evaluation
process and how it may impact their professional intentions.
Research Question 5
Does the extent of the relationship between these teachers’ perceptions of the
quality of evaluation at school, the extent to which they are treated as school leaders, the
scope of their influence with respect to school decisions, and the direction of their future
professional plans differ by number of years teaching at the school?
Whereas total years of teaching experience seems to be mediating factor with
respect to certain of the relationships previously noted—specifically, those between
teacher role and teacher evaluation and teacher role and teacher leadership—no
significant mediation appears to occur when years at one’s current school is used to group
teachers (see Table 7). Inspection of the scale means and standard deviation for teachers
with less and more experience at their respective schools suggests that tenure does not
much influence perceptions of teacher evaluation, teacher leadership or teacher tenure
and does not appear to significantly impact a teachers’ status as a “stayer” or “leaver.”
Hence, the length of time spent at one school does not offer a significant difference in
teachers’ perception of evaluation, mainly because all teachers received the same amount
of training of the evaluation process at their respective schools.
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Further Discussions
The teachers themselves appeared reluctant to see their knowledge and expertise
as a basis for leadership, even though most were their buildings’ most highly qualified
staff member (Sirah-Blatchford & Manni, 2006). Additionally, the results of the study
indicated that the age of teachers as well as specific ways those teachers are involved in
decision making impacted perceptions of a risk-taking environment in the school.
Teachers are keenly aware of leadership opportunities within the district but are not
giving the tools or resources to access these positions. Even if a teacher wants to obtain a
leadership roles, politics and scores received on a bias evaluation can alter their
perceptions of a teacher and their future within the profession.
According to the Joint committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation
(JCSEE) (2009), “the fundamental purpose of personnel evaluation in education settings
is to help provide effective services to students”. Using evaluations as a way to diagnose
and improve instruction could go a long way toward improving teachers’ satisfaction in
their chosen profession. If it is used as a vindictive measurement, then it could prove
counterproductive to the visions and goals of education (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).
Good teachers are effective classroom managers and communicators who uses their
evaluation as a tool to improve and/or drive instructions. Teachers must be on the front
line in terms of developing and maintaining a fair and consistent evaluation method that
would serve all stakeholders with the premise of an effective teacher in every classroom
in America. Additionally, teachers become more committed when their views are heard,
feel useful, appreciated and respected by other members of the organization especially
when they are invited to discuss together and share the same goals and needs in school.
Teachers who make the extra effort to improve their teaching can make a significant
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impact on the lives of students.
Herein where the principal of the building play a vital role in developing effective
teachers and use the evaluation process to address deficiencies. According to the
Pathgoal theory, leaders have a responsibility to provide their subordinates with the
information and support necessary to achieve the work goals. One way to do this is to
make salient the effort reward relationship by linking desirable outcomes to goal
attainment (e.g., emphasizing the positive outcomes to the subordinates if they achieve
their goals) and/or increasing the belief (expectancy) that their work behaviors can lead to
goal attainment (e.g., by emphasizing that certain behaviors are likely to lead to goal
attainment). In addition, they must become knowledgeable about curriculum, instruction,
and assessment practices, and, when necessary, be willing to actively challenge the status
quo (Leithwood, McAdie, Bascia, & Rodrigues, 2006). They must also be able to
influence the faculty to focus on an academic core, aligning student assessments with
standards, and then building the capacity for the faculty to use data to identify strategies
that effectively address he needs of each student (DuFour, 2002). Teachers must become
directly involve in making decisions and crafting policies, especially when the decisions
and policies involve the design and implementation of curriculum and the assessment of
student learning. To make this practice a reality, focused professional development must
be provided for all teachers (Green, 2013).
Standardized tests are incomplete measures of student learning. Some exams have
better psychometric properties than others, some are more rigorous than others, and some
require higher order thinking and some do not. Tests will inevitably be limited in their
coverage of any subject matter domain (Jazzman, 2011). Moreover, teachers contribute to

72

other valued student outcomes that are more difficult to measure—for example,
socioemotional wellness, civic engagement, moral character, open-mindedness, and
motivation for continued learning. A teacher appraisal system based solely on value
added models would exclude these other important contributions. Money, prestige,
reputation, and professional pride are at stake with standardized tests and the
consequences of the results. Administrators seem to be getting additional pressure to
perform from the district bosses which the principals, in turn, pass down to their staff.
Teachers have been forced to teach to the test. Those teachers whose students
consistently perform below the mark will eventually lose their job.
Hence, this attitude drives good teachers and principals out of the profession.
Teachers are already beginning to tire of the pressure, the skewed priorities, and the
disrespectful treatment as they are forced to implement a curriculum largely determined
by test manufacturers or state legislators. Some are talking about quitting, or at least
avoiding the grade levels or subjects where tests are routinely administered, such as the
fourth grade or Algebra I. The most promising teacher candidates, too, may be reluctant
to begin a career that is increasingly centered on test results rather than on learning, or to
work in a system that will try to manipulate them with rewards and punishments.
Standardized testing has arguably taken creativity from the teacher, decreased the
strength of the school year due to test prep, and discouraged teachers from taking
advantage of teachable moments. There is so much at stake that administrators, teachers,
and students feel as if they are hold hostage (Meadors, 2014). Exams used to be
administered mostly to decide where to place kids or what kind of help they needed; only
recently have scores been published in the newspaper and used as the primary criteria for
judging children, teachers and schools; indeed, as the basis for flunking students or
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denying them a diploma, deciding where money should be spent, and so on. Tests have
lately become a mechanism by which public officials can impose their will on schools,
and they are doing so with a vengeance.
Furthermore, extrinsic motivation is not merely different or inferior; it’s
corrosive. That is, it tends to undermine intrinsic motivation. Someone acting to avoid a
punishment is apt to lose interest in what which he was threatened into doing. Teaching
and learning alike come to be seen as less appealing when someone has a gun to your
head. All of the research showing that rewards and punishments are at best ineffective,
and more commonly counterproductive, challenges the assumption that people can be
bribed or threatened into getting better at what they do. Policy makers who deal with
recalcitrant teachers, not unlike teachers who deal with recalcitrant students, yearn for a
solution that’s both easy and effective.
According to Linda McNeil of Rice University states that the test-driven
instruction that takes place as a result of accountability-based reforms may reinforce what
the worst instructors have been doing. “Under a prescriptive system of curriculum,
student testing, and teacher assessment,” she observes, “the weakest teachers were given
a system to which they could readily conform”. It is true that teaching is supported by a
lot of behind-the-scenes work, but nevertheless, one can observe the interactive work
with students, and this is the heart of teaching. Therefore, classroom observation is a
crucial aspect of any system of teacher evaluation. No matter how skilled a teacher is in
the other aspects of teaching, such as careful planning, working well with colleagues, and
communicating with parents, if classroom practice is deficient, that individual cannot be
considered a good teacher (Danielson, 2012).
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At the most general level, working conditions for teachers for teachers include the
physical features of the workplace, the organizational structure, and the sociological,
political, psychological, and educational features of the work environment (Johnson,
2006; Johnson et al., 2005). Central to any discussion of teacher working conditions is a
set of factors describing the collegiality of the workplace that, broadly defined, includes
the relationship between school leaders and teachers and interactions among teachers.
Much of the research suggests that schools will be more attractive to teachers when they
are “organized for productive collegial work under a principal’s effective leadership”
(Johnson, et al., 2005, p. 67). Regardless of teachers’ backgrounds, white, AfricanAmerican, male or female, from a traditional school of education or an alternative
prepared program, teachers tend to view working conditions the way. Elementary
teachers are generally more positive about their working environment than those who
teach at the secondary level (Jacobsen, 2005). In terms of retention, research has shown
that both higher wages and such features as opportunities for advancement and the
presence of professional communities to keep teachers. Issues of most concern for
teachers included poor air quality in older buildings, a reduction in class size without
losing teaching assistants, and higher visibility of central office personnel in the schools.
In the end, most educators find the working conditions for teachers to be quite
manageable, although it takes some time to adapt to the constraints and create a routine
that really works in the classroom.
A teacher’s primary goal is to facilitate student learning. Effective teaching
evaluation is a key to helping teachers improve their teaching, which then improves
student learning. Measuring teacher competence and simultaneously encouraging
development growth is purpose of effective evaluation of teachers. Quality evaluation
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will help teachers develop their course and curriculum to best meet students need.
Effective teacher evaluation provide teachers with regular feedback to help improve
professionally, provide feedback to school to administrators to help them build strong
educational systems, identify professional development needs and identify clear learning
need expectations. It is a resource tool to help understand how students learn while
determining effective teaching strategies (Johnson, et al., 2005, pp. 75). High –stakes
testing has radically altered the kind of instruction that is offered in American schools, to
the point that “teaching to the test” has become a prominent part of the nation’s
educational landscape. Teachers often feel obliged to set aside other subjects for days,
weeks, or (particularly in schools serving low-income students) even months at a time in
order to devote themselves to boosting students’ test scores. Indeed, both the content and
the format of instruction are affected; the test essentially becomes the curriculum. For
example, when students will be judged on the basis of a multiple-choice test, teachers
may use multiple-choice exercises and in-class tests beforehand. This has aptly been
called the “dumbing down” of instruction. The teachers may even place all instruction on
hold and spend time administering and reviewing practice tests. The implications for the
quality of teaching are not difficult to imagine, particularly if better scores on high-stakes
exam are likely to result more from memorizing math facts and algorithms, for example,
than from understanding concepts.
Implications of Findings
One of the major implications of this study is for policy makers and central office
administrators to use the data of teachers’ perception of evaluation as a basis for crafting
an evaluation system that teachers believe is objective and effective. Once a teacher buys
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into the evaluation system and have a vested interest in its outcomes, the more likely they
are to have a positive outlook on the evaluation process. It is critical that teachers have
input in this process to insure that all stakeholders are knowledgeable about “what”,
“why” and “how” of the process so that the evaluation can prove to be beneficial to all
concerned parties. According to Kenneth D. Peterson(2000), there are eleven new
directions for teacher evaluation that will bring better results for teachers, administrators,
students and the public: (a) emphasize the function of teacher evaluation to seek out,
document, and acknowledge the good teaching that already exists; (b) use good reasons
to evaluate; (c) place a teacher at the center of evaluation activity; (d) use more than one
person to judge teacher quality and performance; (e) limit administrator judgment role in
teacher evaluation; (f) use multiple data sources to inform judgments about teacher
quality; (g) use variable data sources to inform judgments; (h) spend the time and other
resources needed to recognize good teaching; (i) use research on teacher evaluation
correctly; (j) attend to the sociology of teacher evaluation; (k) use the results of teacher
evaluation to encourage personal professional dossiers, publicize aggregated results, and
support teacher promotion systems.
Teacher evaluation systems have undergone marked changes in a very short
amount of time. The majority of states studied are currently piloting new systems or in
the beginning stages of full implementation. Despite significant federal funding for these
efforts, there remain significant resource constraints, most often felt at the district level
where the implementation costs are largely born. These constraints will undoubtedly
affect the validity and reliability of the scores produced by the new teacher evaluation
systems. However, there remain a variety of system design and implementation decisions
that states can optimize to increase the reliability and validity of their teacher evaluation
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scores even within these constraints. Linking evaluation and development is a difficult
task for teachers, evaluators, and principals. Although there are few easy answers,
evaluation can be used to work with teachers to set specific, achievable goals; provide
constructive criticism and suggestions to improve weak areas and amplify strengths enlist
experienced teachers to help improve the performance of less experienced teachers.
Professional standards have also been implemented into teacher evaluation
instruments at the local level. Cincinnati Public Schools uses an unusually careful
standards-based system for teacher evaluation that involves multiple classroom
observations and detailed written feedback to teachers. This system, like several others in
local districts, has been found both to produce ratings that reflect teachers’ effectiveness
in supporting student learning gains and to improve teachers’ performance and their
future effectiveness (Milanowski, Kimball, & White, 2004; Milanowski, 2004; Rockoff
& Speroni, 2010; Taylor & Tyler, 2011). The Gates Foundation initiative is identifying
additional tools based on professional standards and validated against student
achievement gains to use in teacher evaluation at the local level. The MET Project has
developed a number of tools, including observations or videotapes of teachers,
supplemented with other artifacts of practice (lesson plans, assignments, etc.), that can be
scored according to standards that reflect practices associated with effective teaching.
Systems that help teachers improve and that support timely and efficient personnel
decisions have more than good instruments.
Successful systems use multiple classroom observations across the year by expert
evaluators looking at multiple sources of data, and they provide timely and meaningful
feedback to the teacher. New approaches to teacher evaluation should take advantage of
research on teacher effectiveness. While there are considerable challenges in using
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value-added test scores to evaluate individual teachers directly, using value-added
methods in research can help to validate measures that are productive for teacher
evaluation. Research indicates that value-added measures of student achievement tied to
individual teachers should not be used for high-stakes, individual-level decisions, or
comparisons across highly dissimilar schools or student populations. Valid
interpretations require aggregate-level data and should ensure that background factors,
including overall classroom composition, are as similar as possible across groups being
compared. In general, such measures should be used only in a low-stakes fashion when
they are part of an integrated analysis of teachers’ practices.
Standard-based evaluation processes have also been found to be predictive of
student learning gains and productive for teacher learning. These include systems like
National Board certification and performance assessments for beginning teacher licensing
as well as district and school-level instruments based on professional teaching standards.
Effective systems have developed an integrated set of measures that show what teachers
do and what happens as a result. These measures may include evidence of student work
and learning, as well as evidence of teacher practices derived from observations,
videotapes, artifacts, and even student surveys.
In defining good teaching, educators must also take into account major
developments in state and national policy, such as the Common Core State Standards,
which 45 states and the District of Columbia have formally adopted. The standards relate
primarily to what students will learn and consequently have their greatest impact on
issues of curriculum and student assessment. However, because the standards emphasize
reasoning and problem-solving skills as well as developing deep conceptual
understanding, they have implications for instruction (Johnson, 2012).
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Suggestions for Further Research
There are several areas of this study that could use further research such as
uniform method/criteria for judging teachers’ effectiveness, the use of standardized
testing to judge teachers, the impact of tenure laws, and working conditions of effective
teachers. Further investigation is warranted to understand what metrics teachers and
administrators would apply to the things they deem important in the education of a child.
Also, some teachers indicated the need to remove ineffective teachers, but what was
lacking in the responses was how to identify ineffective teachers. Further study is needed
in order to understand what criteria teachers would use to determine ineffectiveness, and
whether those criteria would be similar to ones used to identify effectiveness. In
addition, there is letter reference in the literature to the issue of the social learning
environment. The process of learning is not isolated to the relationship between the
teacher and an individual student. Rather, learning is also constructed upon interaction
with peers, and is a dynamic process that is also dependent upon inter-relationships and
interactions within and outside the classroom. Because these teachers work in an urban
district that serves high percentage of minority, underprivileged, and English Language
Learners, further exploration is needed how effectiveness can be measured when the
challenges are compounded.
In addition, value added measures have severe limitations when attempting to
answer the narrow question of the extent to which a given teacher influences tested
student outcomes. As such, the researcher would argue that it would be foolish to impose
on these measures, rigid, overly precise high stakes decision frameworks. One simply
cannot parse point estimates to place teachers into one category versus another and one
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cannot necessarily assume that any one individual teacher’s estimate is necessarily valid
(non-biased).
Furthermore, it have been explained how student growth percentile measures
being adopted by states for use in teacher evaluation are, on their face, invalid for this
particular purpose. Overly prescriptive, rigid teacher evaluation mandates, are likely to
open the floodgates to new litigation over teacher due process rights. The legal
consequences of mandating high stakes decisions based upon the fact that much of the
policy impetus behind these new evaluation systems is the reduction of legal hassles
involved in terminating ineffective teachers. Due process is violated when administrators
or other decision-makers place blind faith in the quantitative measures, assuming them to
be causal and valid (attributable to the teacher) and applying arbitrary and capricious
cutoff-points to those measures (performance categories leading to dismissal). The
problem, as noted, is that some of these new state statutes require these due process
violations, even where the informed, thoughtful professional understands full well that
she is being forced to make a wrong decision. They require that decision makers take
action based on these measures even against their own informed professional judgment.
More work is needed to understand whether value added estimates’ measurements
measure meaningful differences in teacher performance or just measure individual
student thoughts for that particular day.
Lastly, the impact of tenure on teachers’ perception is an area worthy of further
research. Are veteran educators less jaded about the evaluation process than less
experienced educators? Can tenure determines success or undermine success? What is
the correlation between tenure and student achievement? There is a movement afoot in
this country to lessen tenure laws to make it easier to fire ineffective teachers but less on
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how to replace such teachers with ones that are capable of gaining students’ attention to
achieve the desired results. These questions deserve answers and educators need to know
the results in order to make important decisions regarding their future in the profession.
Additionally, research has linked teachers’ negative perceptions of working
conditions with their exit from schools, but it has not closely tied poor working
conditions to the quality of teachers in the classroom. One of the ambitious goals of the
Federal Race to the Top campaign sponsored by the United States Department of
Education is to filled every classroom with an effective teacher in every classroom but no
one has looked closely at how teachers’ working conditions may impact students’
academic outcomes. An important agenda item, both for research and for policy, is to
learn which working conditions are most important for teachers and which factors are less
important such as whether the school is urban or suburban or even the type of school such
as charter, magnet or alternative for students with disciplinary issues. Previous research
on teacher concerns indicated the sources of dissatisfaction among teachers at all levels
centered on basic issues: the teacher’s ability to maintain discipline and control over the
classroom, the teacher’s ability to effect sufficient academic achievement or progress, the
teacher’s capacity to satisfy the expectations of the educational institution, and the
teacher’s ability to adjust to inadequate facilities or supplies (Gorrell, Bregman, &
McAllister, 1985). The culture of the elementary school and the culture of the secondary
school have different behaviors, patterns, rules, and rituals, and each help to construct a
different kind of learning community for students and teachers (Coke, 2005). Research
has shown that teachers have different expectations for students’ behavior and social
skills depending on the level (Lane, Pierson & Givner, 2003). A study by Nias (1989)
found that primary (elementary) school teachers felt work in classrooms could not be
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fully satisfying as long as there was a conflict between what they want to achieve with
and for their students and the nature of their schools as organizations. The findings of
Poppleton (1988) suggested this may also be true in secondary schools. An earlier study,
study by (Gorrell et al., 1985) revealed elementary school teachers reported significantly
higher levels of stress than secondary school teachers.
Summary
Teachers’ perception of their evaluation has been shown to be a critical tool in
assessing and evaluating teachers’ job performance. Their perceptions could impact their
decision to seek teacher leadership roles, become involved in school decision-making
locally or even remain in the profession. This study presented findings that showed that
if teachers have a positive attitude about their evaluation and/or its process, they are more
likely to seek leadership roles at their school or in the same district, receive more
responsibilities such as being involved in school-decision making process (interviewing
and hiring prospective teachers) and increase the likelihood of staying in the profession.
This study found that teachers’ perception of the quality of their evaluation has a
significant impact on whether they pursue career advancement in school administration,
leave the profession altogether or participate in school decision making. Based upon
years of total teaching experience and total years at the same school, teachers’
perceptions of their evaluations differ significantly. Educational Leadership by teachers
did occur, but was dependent on other staff being inspired to take up what were often
called a ‘great’ idea or strategies. If these new ideas seem too ambitious and even
unnecessary, it only because educators are perceptually, intellectually, and sociologically
locked into current systems. The changes in evaluation practice require a gradual
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introduction and institutional change over perhaps a 5-year period (Peterson, 1995).
Many teachers have been victims of an observation, supervision, and evaluation process
in which the observation was something done to, rather than with, them. This represents
an enormous missed opportunity.
The emerging and innovative systems may have practice implications for those in
supervisory roles, at both central office and campus levels. For example, central office
supervisors, principals, mentors, helping teachers, and coaches may need to review their
current practices and gain a better understanding of the changes in expectations
associated with teacher evaluation. Virtually every state requires observations of
teaching as a significant contributor to high-stakes judgments about teacher quality. To
be defensible, the systems that yield these observations must have clear standard of
practice, instruments and procedures through which teachers can demonstrate their skill,
and trained and certified observers who can make accurate and consistent judgments
based on evidence. In addition, it is possible to design approaches to classroom
observation that yield important learning for teachers by incorporating practices
associated with professional learning, namely, self-assessment, reflection on practice, and
professional conversation. These classroom observation practices can make a dramatic
contribution to the culture of a school.
As Fullan (2002) reminds us, effective change requires the contributions of both
levels. “Even when the source of change us elsewhere in the system, a powerful
determining factor is how central office administrators take change. If they take it
seriously, the change stands a chance of being implemented. If they do not take it
seriously, it has little chance of going beyond the classroom or the school” (Fullan, 1991,
p. 197). When student learning is communicated in terms of absolute achievement (e.g., 70 %
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correct on reading comprehension), it perpetuates a meritocracy of the “haves” and the
“havenots.” As James Popham (2011) observed, absolute achievement scores tend to reflect what
children bring to school, not necessarily what they have learned in school. Absolute achievement
scores also tend to preserve the notion that it is aptitude that counts in school and not effort. Not
only is this counterproductive for students of all ability levels, it also renders teachers irrelevant in
the educational process if we simply attribute success to the ability of students when they walk
into school. If student learning is truly our goal in schools, we must create environments for
effort-based learning as described by Lauren Resnick (1999), with the focus on achievement
growth. True measures of learning should focus on growth in knowledge and skills, not on
student aptitude. The use of absolute achievement scores also penalizes the teachers and schools
who work with the least prepared and most challenging learners.
When you begin with a high-achieving group, “good” test results are a foregone
conclusion and vice versa. What is the incentive for students, teachers, or schools to invest a great
deal of effort in learning when the goal is preordained? Our most effective teachers are those who
take all students from where they are academically and creatively respond to their learning needs
and interests. Effective teachers move students forward and assist them in achieving definable
academic goals, whether they begin with weak or strong academic skills.
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